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tge'findings from the observations conducted in day care homes

in the three study sites '(Los Angeles, Philadephia, and San

Antonio) and detailed descriptions of the methodologies used.

,Volume-IV, Par ent Study Component pate Analysis Re4t (Center

forpystems and Program Development, Inc.) - Presents the infor-

mation provided by the parents of the children in the family

day care homes; describes these parents, their nbeds and prefer-
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Volume V, Family Day Care Systems Report (Abt Associates, Inc.) -
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FOREWORD

) i*

The NationA Day Care Home Stddy, spon ored by ,

th,Department of Health and ,Human Services, Administration or

Chiadren, Youth,, and Families, was a four-year study of family
, . .

\day care designed to further the understanding of such care, ts

structure and place in the commurhty,,and its costs. I

Family day care-- hild caste provided in a home
f '

other,than the illild's-own44..congtit tes thfi:largest system 'of

out-of-home care in the Unified States. pf the-7.5 million U.S.

%' families whbore9ularly'use\aome form of care for their cfuldren

for'10 hours a week or more, 45 %'place their children in family

day care homes. Family day care,,- encompasses a myriad of unique

;

ar angemena"-between families and caregivers, ,ranging from infor-
--I ., dr

$

.

ma agr#eements
.

between relatives and friends to highly structured
d .

;

formal operations. 'Family day care homes operate autonomously

and within fainily day care systems or networks of homesq-which
.3

may'in:turn be part-of larger community agencies.
5.

Despite the widespread use of family dy care,',

little has been known about the range of typical family day caref. -
environments, ,the differences and similarities between regulated

.

and unregulated homes, cultural patterns in caring for children,

' or dynamics of the family day care market. 'Similarly, little"

has been known about how best to supPqrt,families and caregivers
,

- art providing high-quality care-in home settings. As mothers
of

young ohildren increasingly enter-the labor force and more chill-
--

dren need substitute care at younger ages than ever 4efore, a



critical, need exists for high-quality care that meets the diverse

needs .in thin country at a cost that parents and tapayer-s can

afford. This can be accomplished in part through development

anal implementation of sound standards for quality care, through

training -and technical assistance progtams, through improvement

of service delivery systems, and through strong.supportlof par -

,ents in finding and maintaining child care that meets the par-

ticular family needs The National Day Care Home Study was

initiated to provide a comprehensille base of information to

further the development of these important areas and 6o promote

increase effectiveness and efficiency in'the delivery ochome- f

baied care.

The National-Day Care Home Study represents 'the

first knationsl study of family day care and the first attempt to

'describe the ecology of family day care-as a complex social sys,

tem. It the

princiloa

f' st major study to examinT-iimultaneoUsly all

day care participants--the caregiver-, the'

children in care; their parents, and the community institutions

that complete the day care milieu.

All major forms of family day care are repre-

sented in the-National Day Care.Home Study, including,the first

large sample of informal, unregulated ,family ay care homes ever

studied. This in itself constitutes an important brea ough

in family day care research, because the.informal care arrange-

ments that predominate in family dai, care are not easily ideni-

fied in scientific sampling procedures. In addition, the Nation-

al.Day Care Home Study is the only study of national scope to
. 4
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observe systematically the care of children in home environments

through the use of gophistigated and carefully tested instruments.

Finally, the study focused on understanding the. cultural diver-

-

sity in family day Care among three groups that together consti-

. tute the largest users of family day care: (non-Hispanic) Whites,

0 (non-Hispanic) Blacks, and Hispanics.

The parent component of the National Day Care

Home Study, which ,provides the basis for this report, was desig

to *describe parents' needs, prVferences, and satisfaction with

their day care arrangements. We wanted to describe thd consumers

who use family day care, how they go about selecting care', and

what parents friost'want for themselves and their children.

Initiated in 1976, the National Day Care Home

Study consisted of four research phases. Phase I was devoted to

development of a research design capable of addressing major

'family day care.research,_and policy issues. Phase II was the

field implementation of the study in Los Angeles, the first of
"-ceJ

thred urban sitesOt was a large-scale pilot test of all design '

elements and field procedures. During Phase III,. the study was

extended to Philadelphia and San Antonio, the remaining iesearch

sites Data from all three communities were analyzed and
4

reported im:Phase IV, the final stage of this study.

Responsibility for mhagement of the National
.

Day Care Home Study rested with the Administration for Children,

Youth and Families, Day Care ervicei Division, in Washington,

D.C.0' Four research organizations participated in the design and

k.



implementation of this

of the reseatch, field

ments were cirried out by Werttat,

research.

management

,f

During Phase I, development

proceduresp.and interview instru-

Inc., of Rockville, Maryland;

Abt Associateg;Ine" of Cambridge, Massachusetts ;_ and the Center

for Systems and Program' Development, InclA of Washington, D.C.I
Caregiver and child observationsystems were developed under a

separate contract. by SRI International of Menlo,Park, Californiar

Abt Associates, Inc., and therCenter for Systems and Program

Development, Inc., continuedin Phases and iy as Research

Contractors, and, RI Internativad remained the Observation

Contractor-for-the study. The organization of the National Day

Care Home Study.aha contractor responsibilities are described in

Appendix
Lo

.0,"- In addition to the research organizations that

conductA the National Day caeeiiome Study, a consultant panel

was established during phase I to provide important formative

adirice, consultation, and careful peer review throughout the

study. The cohsultant panel, representing relevant research

specialties,' participAed in the deirelopment of research ques-

tions-and'instrument debign and provided thoughtful review of

major study milestones., The panel included Black,* White, and

Hispanic consultants to ensure sensitivity to issues of concern

for the populations most. frequently served by family day care.

. In addition, minority group members of the panel formed a Minor-

'ity Task Force to identify technical and policy issues of par-
t Y

ticular significance' for minorities and to offer broad procedural

xiv
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guidelines for addressing these issues. (Appendix A,includes a,

list of toe who served. on the consultant panel and the Minority

Task Force.)

The Adkinistration for Children, Youth and

Families is proud to present this finil report of the Natainal

Day Care Home Study, the Parent Study Component. The research

was carefully conceived and executed and, we believe' substan-

tially expands the base of knowledge about family day care. We

are hopeful that this informatibriyill also be useful to others

in .the day care field as we strive together to promote the well

being of our nation's children..

V

ree

st

-Patricia Divine Hawkins t..,

Project Director
NWonal Day Care Home Study
Day Care Services Division
Administration 'for Children,

Youth and Families
Department of Health and Homan Services
Washington, D.C. 20202
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Chapter 1.0

INTRODUCTION: THE PARENT COMPONENT OF THE

NATIONAL DAY.CARE HOME STUDY

".1.1. The Demand for Day Care'

-,\

In San Francisco, a child care referral service

turns away each month 250 callers seeking infant care., In

Washington, D.C., a local family dal; care system serving infants

and preschool children has a waiting fist of 400 families for

28 full-time infant care slots. In Wichita, Kansas, 19 slots

in a new infant day care center ware filled within days, and

40 families were on the waitinet.iist%' . A recent newspaper

article enti
7

tled "Job Trends Spur Need for Infant Day Care

Ceriters" (Richards, 1979) reported these examples of the dra-

,

matic increase in the demahp for day care for young children--

e demand which is expected to continue growing in this decade.

The need for child care is associated with the

increasing participation in the labor force of mothers pf young

children. The percentage of children under six years of age who

have mother working outside the home climbed from 28.5% in

1970 to 3/.6% in 1977 ( Richards, 1979). By the end of 1980 this

figure is expected to reach 44.8%. Current economic pressures

and the increase in the number of,single parent households

. are major factoi's contributing to the number of working women.

"The real median incdhe of American families jumped 64% from
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1950 to 1970, but has crawled up by less than 1 %' a ydar in the

past decade. Weekly real take-home pay hasibeen .declining for

two years" (Taber, 1980). ne two-income,family has become a

necessity in many parts of the country. For eainple, between

1969 and 194.79, the percentage of White families with more than

one kncome earner climbed from 53.6% to 55.4%. Among Black

,families,ahowever, there was a decrease of two-income families

Erom 57.2% to 42.6 %`during the same period, indicating perhaps

the effects of the recession and an increase rn single parent

householdi4Time, June 16, 1980). Census Bureau statistics

indicate that single 'Arent householdd increased by 79% from

1970 to 1979. This increase in one-parent fainilies, due in

partto more divorcee and separation in American society, is

among the most dramatic social'developments of the. decade.

The figures show that-ottong White families with Children, 15%

are one-parent familids. Amon4 Black families with children,I,-

the Census Bureau reported, 46% are headed by women (Rich,

1980).

Its clear, from, labor market trendd showing

dalcreased participation of women in the worforoe, that parents
0

will be subject to enormous pressures to plaice t1)4r children

in suitable child care arrangements., And what day care options

az\e available to satisfy the demand?
141

Family day care--child care ptovided in a home_

Ether than the child's own home--eonstitutes'the largest natural
,

t ,

,
,

system of out-of-home,,eare in the United States, both in terms

*

C

19
1-2



s

of the number of families served and the number of children in

care. This form of care represents the choice of 45%.of the 7.5
)

million families who regularly use some form of care for 'the'ir

children ten hours a week or, more An estimated 1.,3 million

'family day care homes serve approximately.2.4 million children
1

full-time, that is, more than '30 'hours per week. An estimated-

2.8 million children are served 10-29.hours per week, and 16.7 .

million ceive occasional care- -less than ten hours per week.

More than half the children in care are, under six year, of age;

the greatest propgrtion of these are under three, Thirty

percent are aged three, to'five. Family day care also represents

the most prevalent modyof after-school care foY the five million

school children between six and 13 years.of age whose parents'

work (Vol; II,'Uhco, Inc., 1975).

Center-basedeare--that is, full-time dare in a

facility serving 13 or more children under the age of 13 --repre-

sents an option for comparatively feW families seeking child care

today. There are approximat4ly 18,300 ,licensed day pre centers

in the 50 states and the District of Columbia serving about

9.00,000 children, most on a full-time .basigs(Coelen, Glantz,

and Calorq, i978). Day care centers serve only abodt 10% of

all children in care, and are'foWthe most part limited to the

'preschool population, agedtthree to five years.
S.

In-home care is care provided in the child's own
-

how& by a non - relative or by a rel4ive who is not a member of

the child's own household. Recent figures indicate that approxi-
.
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mately 619,000 children receive care by'A non-relative in their

own hOmes for 30 flours a week orMore: In-home care is fre-

iquently
.

a preference of parents of school-aged children or of

those with infants and toddlers.. MOre than half the children

served in their own homes are of,School age; about one-fifth

areipreschoolers; and the remainder are infants and toddaere

(Vol'. II, Unco, Inc., 1975). .

Family day care has, in the past represented, and

will continue to represent, a substantial segment Of the day

care market. For cdUntless families, for reasons of availabil-

ity, cost, and preference, ftmily day care will be the most'

practical and feasible option. The newspaper aeticle cited

previously was disturbing because, while
)
it mentioned family

day.care,as the preference of parents of children under two

years of age, it clearly implied that this'form of care is

most frequently cOstodial in nature, in contrast, Arthur

Emlen noted (Emlen, Donaghue, and LaForge, 1971) th'at too few

See family day care as a creative social achievement--an

adaptation of family life that meetsimporiant-needs of care-

'givers, the users of care, and the children in care. Given

the ever-increasing demand for child care and the importance

of early childhood experience, parents deserve'to be informed

abOUt the strengthsas well as the limitatiops Of family day

Care.

1.2

I

Purpose of the Parent ComponInt

,Though it is extensively used, comprehensive

ily day care has nOt been available. Thisknowledge about

JP



,form of care is largely informal and is privately arrangedlbe-
a

tween parents and caregivers who are frequently-friends, neigh-.

bors, or relatives. Up to 90% of family day care in this country

is unregulated. In 1979, however, here were approximately

112,000 regulated family day care homes, serving an average of

three children per home (Vol. II, A4I 1480). Mdst regulated

caregivers, like those who are unregulated, operate autonomously

but_,ard either licensfed by or registered wiehla state agency.

Of the regulated caregivers, approximately 30,000, serving at

least 120,000 children, operate as part of day care systems,

networks of homes under the sponsorship of an administrating

agency. Sponsored homes, in general, serve children whose care

is subSidiied;,often the provider has access to a range of ser-

vices such as caregiver training and Client referral.

Family day care' homes have several other chapic-

teristics as well'which make identifying and monitoring them

difficult:

o They are invisible. gpoviders generally do not adver-

tise, nor do they make many demands on community resources.

o They are short- lived. -.The attrition rate is substantial

and turnover is rapid._

o Their operators may be- unaware iof;or avoid licensing.

Caregivers may not know of licensink requirements.

Others avoid regulatiOn because zoning ordinances may

(prohibit the operation of a day cat% home, or because

they may not meet the licensing requirements.



(

_ )

Finally, most government involvement has fotused

(.
on center day care. Largely because of its informal structure;

family, day care has not be'en able to compete for available d

care dollars. It is because of these tadtors among .others that

family day care' has eluded extensive study.

The National Day Care Home Study, initiated in

1976, is the first national study of family day eare'and the

first attempt-to obtain a comprehensive description of this form

of care. The study examines all of the principal family day

care participantsl -the caregivers, the children in care, the

parents who purchase care, day care agency administrators,.and

community advocates. This approach recognizes\that family day

care is a rich natural resource - -a complex social system that

merits systematic examination.

pa ent component of the stu7; condUcted by

the Center for Sys&ms and,Prograth Development, Inc. (CSPD),

examined parents' needs, preferences, and satisfaction with

their faleily day care arrangements. It is apparent that day

care consumers do choose family day care. Little, however,

has been known about.,1Ky they select one form of,care over

another. When parents choose family day care over center care,

for example, they.may well consider some of the advantages

often cited. Family day care is most likely personalized;

it is frequently-in the family's neighborhood and thus offers

convenience; it promotes a continuity of cu4p.ral and child-

rearing values. Parents can places siblings with the same

23.
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4
provider;_ family day care home schedules may be more flexible;

and most likely the cost of care is less than fot'center-based

care. On the other hand, parents may also weigh such disadvan-

tages as the comparative instability of family day care and the

possible lack of opportunities for appropriate cognitive and

language 'development. Because family day care is largely unsu-
t

pervised, parents may finkit diffibult to locat.care and assess

its quality.

polacy makers, advocates, and planners have to

know how'parents go, about selecting care in order to assist

them. They need to know .what is important to parents about their

caregivers, the other children in care, the activities in the

home, and the .homeenvironment; why parents end their arrange-

ments; and which factors contribute to satisfaction and stability.

The parent component of air National Day Care Home Study presents

information from responses by parents on these and other issues*

concerning their care arrangements.

1.3 The Parent.Component and Policy Direction

Too frequently, child care policy, whhch includest

regulations, trarninv financial subsidy, technical assikance,

and the development of support models, has been directed exclu-
.

sively toward providerst The inclusion of a parent component in
0

the National Day Care Home Stucky indicates recognition that the

interests of consumers and caregivers are not identical even

:1 -72
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though, they share a common concern--the child in care. Services

are needed that can,reach parents and, are responsive to parents'

concerns.

Caregiver qualifications ia one issue on which

parents' requirements should be clarified. Do parents prefer

experience to formal training? What-Lkinds of exrience qualify
.\

providers? If their caregivers were to receive in-service train-

ing, what kind of training would parents prefer that they have?

LiCensing or regulating family day care homes

is another problematic issue. Regulations vary in form and

substance not only from state to state, but from community-to

community within states. Regulations differ to the way they

define the family day tare home and in how they establidh

such important policy variables as age mix,' group size, and

caregiver/child ratio. Critics of family day care charge that

it is difficult to monitor and supervise homes, and that, fur-
.

ther, licensing homes may mislead consumers because licensing

does. not guarantee quality. But do parents prefer to use a

regulated home? Can the features of family day care that

are most important to parents be regulated? Licensing homes

may help to curb gross Inadequacies, but if Parents do not

prceive regulation as important,\ii will not be a factor'in

their selection.

The data from the parent study can influence the

focus and direction of federal, atate, and local support of

family ,day care. For example, when the patterns--the

-25
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'ties and differences between care in sponsored, regulated, and

unregulated homes--are examined in relation to parents' prefer-

ences, it may become evident that there is no "1)46 family

day care motel." Parental preferences have a strong cultural

basis. A§ency-rUn hoines, which frequently have highly structured

operations and a system of related social services, may appeal

.to one group of consumers. Others, however, may prefer care by

relatives, neighbors, or close friends in the community, perhaps

kt4k peiCeiving that, through theiZ: relationship with caregiver,

they can exercise more contEca over what happens to their chil-

dren
o,

during the day. These more informal arrangements are impor-

tant to communities given the demand for care; most are and will

remain unregulated.

The design of this study reflects a recognition

that family day care is influenced,by the culture, traditions,

and values of the -communities it serves. To the extent possible,

government day care advocates and specialists must offer creative

and responsiVe support, making available to consumers a range 1,

of choices that will continue to meet their requirements. The

outcome of the National pay Care'Home Study, and of -the parent

component in particular, Will assist the efforts of policy-makers,

advocates, consumers, and caregivers by providing a foundation

of tact for that support.

1.4 Organization of the Report

.
Chapter 2.0'presents the research design of the

parent component in detail and includes a discussion of the'

, *
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research questions. Chapter 3.0 describes the sample selection

and study implementation. The remaining chapters ascribe data

. on .the characteristics of parents who use family day. care

ter 4.0), parental needs and preferences for.care (Chapter 5.0),

parent expectations and satisfaction with care (Chapter 6.0),

and cost of care (Chapter 7.0). The final chapter summarizes

major findings, describes those characteristics of gamily

day care that are most important to parents, and,presents

a profile of, consumers of fa4(.Ydai care.

Other NDCHS reports are listed on the inside

cover of this report.. Study, contractors' are identified do tie -

cover page.
to

io
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Chapter 2.0

PARENT COMPONENT RESEARCH DESIGN

2.1 Prior Sties of Family Day Care

The central aim bf the parent component of the

National pay Care Home Study is to provide the AdMinistiation

ger Children,' Youth and Families(ACYF) with descriptions
'I,

of parents' needs; preferens, and satisfaction with their

family day Care arrangements. Priorto developing a set of

research questionsl defining parent study constructs, select-

ing variables, and, ultimately, developing the instruments, a

perspectiyi on the family'day care arrangement had to be

achieved. Thi's task necesalt4td a review of recent faimily

day care research.

rl

research inday care, child developyT'and compensatory edu-

cation has ignored family day care. The majority of studies

For the most part, the considerable body of
de.

have been significantly limited in sample size, number of

variables, ter research design. Certainly no previous studies

are as cdmprehensive as the National 04 Care Home Study.

None, for example, has included a repiesentative sample of

family day care consumers varying in ethnicity and utilizing

homesof varying; regulatory status. None has examined in

detail-what'parents want from their arrangements, and how

they feel about family de4, care.

2-1



The research most. useful to th4 development of

the parent component proved to be:

o Studies of family daY4care Aranwments as a social

system, studies of user and provider attitudes, and

studies of the family day care home as a childrearing

environment;

o Surveys of child care arrangements of working mothers.

2.1.1 Research on Family Day Care as a Social System
and a Childrearin9 Environment

- A serieii of studies conducted by Arthur" Emlen

and Associates (1971, 1974) in Portland, Oregon, examined family

day care as a natural system, contracted privately, and inform-

ally between users and providers living in the same general

. locality. 'A longitudinal study of 116 family day care arrange-

ments (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974) investigated the

life circumstances and attitudes of both mothers and caregivers,
sta.

characteristics of the( arrangements, sources of satisfaction

--and dissatisfacti8n, and those factors contributing to stability

or instability of the arrangements. Most of the relationships

were gOtually satisfactory, in spite of some evidence that.the

caregivers' accommodations to changes in the mothers' schedules

and to other demands were made at. some personal cost. Although

caregivers were: more likely to be dissatisfied, most airaoge-

ments.were terminated by the mothers for reasons other than

dissatisfaction: changes in marital status, residence, or job

29
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requirements. Initial impressions obtained frog taped interviews

indicated that both parent-and caregiver wanted the other to be

equally concerned about the child. Both wanted to communicate,

easily about the child's progress, and both had a desire to be

treated fairly. "Mothers want to feel some degree of control

,over their child's'day 'care situation, and sitters want mothers

to liveupto the contract and not take their sitters for granted"

(Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, pp. 102-103).

Emlen's earlier work, Child Care by Kith, was

based On a preliminary study conducted to pretest and refine the

development of scales used in the longitudinal, research. This

study viewed the arrangements primarily through the eyes of the

mothers and providers and described the economic and social

exchange'ofithe contracting parties. The stud made two unique

contributions. One was that long-lasting relationships were

well represented in the sample. The median duration of'hese

arrangetents was six months at the start of data collection.

Subsequent follow-up showed that more than half,of the arrange-
,

ments lagted more than a year. Secondly, the sample allowed

comparison of the dynamics of arrangements between "strangeis"

who had not known each other previously with those of arrange-

mentsments between friends or acquaintances. The studies of Emlen

and Associates were enormously helpful in forming our initial'

conceptions of the caregiving arrangement, and in focusihg our

attention on ,important variable domains for exploration.

0 2-330



An intensive study of unsupervised family day

care arrAngements in New York City (Willner, 1969) examined the

caregiving characteristics of 242 providers and 360 natural

mothers. The users were asked about their reasons for selecting

,family day care, their childrearing practices, their employ-

ment history, and their child's day care history. Willner

found that private family day care users,preferred center care,

but this samp3* was taken from center waiting lists.

2,1.2 d Surveys of Family Day Care Users

The question of who uses family day care is a

matter of somemdebate to which descriptive data from the Na-

tional Day Care Home Study wiling significant clarification.

In 1975, the National Child Care Consumer Study was completed.

This study was designed to find out whg uses child care nation-,

ally, when care ia-used, what care costs, and, in addition,

child care users' preferences/ attitudes, and opinions. The

more than 4000 personal interviews that were conducted from

,a stratified national probability sample of telephone households

with children under 14 years of age proved useful in identifying

goad patterns and trends. Important areas of inquiry from that
./

survey were included ,in the parent component of the National

Day Care Home Study. Comparison of findings with those of

the-Nationil Child Care Consumer Survey are provided in this

0 . report where appropriate. .

. 2-4
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In 1970,,-a study was undertaken for the Office

of Economic Opportunity by Wesinghouse/Westat. Data were

collected from a national sample of several groups of users

and providers of child care services. A significant limitation

of the study was that, despite the large numbers -of day care

centers, parents, and other interested parties it surveyed,

its random sample of just 134 family day care homes was too

small to provide useful generalizations, given the variety of

hOme types. Only a limited range of data was collected by

means of a telephone survey. Moreover, the samples of users

and caregivers were not coordinated, precluding combined

analyses of the composite data sets.

One of the earliest studies of family day care

was the Spindler and Low study of 1968. This study provided

information on the characteristics of a particular group of

child care users--mothers who worked at least part-time for 27

weeks during.1964 and had at least one child under 14 years of

age ih their homes. This study and that of Ruderman in 1968,

investigated mothers' 'satisfaction with their current day care

arrangements. Results indicated that mothers with low income,

particularly those usingfamily day pare, expressed the greatest

dissatisfaction. Socio-economic status' (SES) was seen to.be

related td the mothers' day care preferences. Low SES mothers

\ preferred centers, fogusiny on the impor nce of trained staff

for educating their children and for imparting soctal skills.

Higher SES mothers, on the other hand, were more negative about

Oro



centers, emphasizing theif overcrowding, 44ck of individual care,
4'

and excessive structure. IW another litudy, Schultze (1972)

reported/that Black famtlies tended to prefer center-based care

over family da care. A more recent review of studies on pat-
.

terns of day care usage states that there is little dif'fe'rence

"in use patterns among ethnic groups 1977).

4401.

2.2 Perspectives on Family Day Care

Despite the studies just'cited, and despite the

fact'that nearly 50% of all children in full-time care are

served in day care homes, the complexity and diversity of fam-

ilftday care arrangemen s have not been appreciated. Because

of the emphasis'on centert*ased care, it would not have been

difficult to give credence to the stereotype that family, day
A)t

care is custodial.; unstable, and adult rather than child-cen-

tered. After all, providers, though they may be experienced,

are not "professional" as compared with day care center staff.

It was essential that the National Day Care Home Study reflect

both the strengths and liMitations of family day care fully

and impartially. The study contractors, therefore, under the

leadership of ACYF, attempted to ensure /et comprehensive, bal-

anced approach in several ways:

o Intercorporate meetings among the study contractors

emphasized careful and coherent, development, focusing

upon both preliminary conceptualization pf design and

and refinement of procedures.
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o The Phase I survey ptovided 'valdable baseline. data

necessary to the development of the overall study

dedign.

o The consultant OCnel, established during Phase I,

contributed extensively to the conceptualizations

and design of the study and to an,understanding of

family day care. Consultants represented a range 4

of specialties--research, advocacy, administra-.

tion, planning, and practice. , The panel included

Black, White, and Hisparlic persons to ensure sensi=

tivity to the concerns of different populations

using family day care.

The overall study design and the %cmceptualiea-
0

tions of the parent component reflect the major themes of CSPD's

review of family day care research.

First, family day care consists predominantly

of informal, private social contracts between parents and care-

givers.' Most do not involve a social agency or an organized

child care referral service. Parents and caregivers, the.con-

tracting parties, negotiate an exchange of money f6r services

to Ithe child and family. :The caregiving relatAnship is at

once a. business arrangement and an informal, arrangement which

may involve friendship or kinship. Frequently, when others

and caregivers are notacquainied initially, the relationship

develops over fide into friendship.. Emlen found that "high

initial closeness is associated with short durations (of the

34
2-7



1
arrangement)

an important

while an increasinupnd subsequent closeness is

contributor tol an enduring arrangement!' (Emlen,

Donoghue, and Clarkbn, 1974, p. 252).

Second, consumers -view the day care home as a

child rearing environment supplementing the child's own fah4ly.
.

Therefore, to_ guide the identification of. domains for explora-

tion, the contractor conducted.an-extensive review
Ll

of relevant

social science literature. As indicated in the, bibliography

presented in the Appendix, there-have been numerous studies

on the family, minority families, -child socialization, the

impact of working wives, and parenting, all of which proved,

relevant subject areas. This literature provided a rich oaf-;

ground for the task of assessing parents' expectations for

.their children and their perceptions of the home as a care -

giving environment.

Finally, evaluations by, the laaxvIts themselves

of the basic characteristics of the day care home constitute

the most universally acceptable way of judging whether the

home is fulfilling their expectations. Using the parents' own

evaluations permits the homes be assessed on the bases for.

which they were. originally sela'ted. Parents' opinions about

caregiver qualifications, their perceptions of which character-

cs of the home can be appropriately regulated; and their

requirements regarding such characteristics as age mix; group

size, and program costs provide an-Important context within

which to consider the rose of government in support of

family day care.
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For example, the outcome for the child in care

depends on the relationship between the parent and caregiver.

While the government can mandate training for providers, just

which personality traits reflect concern'and the capability

to nurture must finally remain a jUdgment that parente them-

selves must make. Decentralized community-based resources

would greatly enhancethe.sipility of consumers,to find care-

givers of thir preference. Serious consideration of the

NDCHS parent data by policy makers will encourage the'develop-

ment of intervention programs that reflect the interests of

both consumers and providers.

2.3 Conceztdal Framework for the Parent Component .

Study contractors conceptualized a model of

family day care reflecting the major factors which influence

this kind of care. The model identified the data collection

systems necessary for a comprehensive understanding Of family

day care (Table 2.l).* The :principal factors that influence

the day care home are the characteristics of the caregiver and

the consumers -- parents and their chirdren'in care. 'The state

and local regulatory environment, the sponsoring agency, and

the community also affect family day care. The model_provided

a guide forthe developMent of researchquestions'and the

selection of ,variables dfiected toward a detailed exploratiOn

, .

of each principal factors.
% .

* Tables a presented -at the conclusion of each chapter.



From the model, CSPD constructed a parent Cora-

ponent designed to address the following specific research

questions:
wok

o What are the characteristics of the population

that uses family daycare?

o What are the child care needs and preferences of

families with small children?

o What services do parents need above and beyond

- basic day e? What do parents expect of their

arrangements and are their expectations met?

o What do parents pay for family day care ?, Are par-

ents satisfied with their services in relatiOn to

cost?

o Wbat characteristics of family day care homes and

providers of care are most important to parents?

Table 2.1 demonstrates, that the conceptualiza-

__ tion of the parent study proceeded from the demand questions
ti

toward the final degree of specificity represented by the
)

specific interview items. The major parent study constructs`

foried a basis for the selection ofivariables.

,2.3.1 Consumer Population Characteristics

A basic assumption is that die family isii.essen-
,

tially a neighborhood phenomenon.influenCed by community values

which parents' and caregivers frequently share. Child rearing

attitudes, which may determine day care' preferences and ulti-

37
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mately expectatibns and satisfaction, are rooted in a dultural

and ethnic heritage. This is but one index of how important

parent and child demographic data are to an understanding of

many issues in the study. However, such SES variables as

Income, education, and occupation, *when linked to ethnicity,

have been used with caution in the interpretation of findings..

As Hill notes,

Many of the studies in the literature fail
to note the broad range of values and life-
styles among persons within similar socio-
economic levels, and the great similari ,ty

of values between persons at different socio7
/--

economic levels. (Hill, 1972, p. 27.)

2.3.2 Parental Need and Preference for Child Care

The advantages-Of family day care are often
bp

cited in the literature. Less understood are the reasons that

motivate families `to select that form of care and the particular

caregiver. Parents may have to balance their own family re-

quirements, their children's needs, and the availability of the

care they want.

,In this regard, items in the parent interview

were directed* to the following questions of interest:

o Why do consumers select family day care? What

alternatives do they consider and reject? Is

there a relationship between pfevious child care

arrangements and the choice of family day care?

o What quifications of providers affect consumer

choices?

2-l1



. t
o Is family da care the preferred care? If not,

what type of cared° parentswant for their children?

o Is care_by relati7T or close friends prominent?

Is such care related to ethnicity, special ser-

vices, or cost?

o Is the choice of care related to special needs?

o Hovi do parents go out finding daregivers and how,

'do they assess ca egiver qualifications? )
A study of the data generated by these concerns

may go far toward arriving at solutions to the social idolatian*

of caregivers and consumers of family day care noted by Emlen:

Perhaps the critical deficiency in family day care
is the social isolation of the parties to the arrange-
ment, the chancy way they must find one another, and
the lack of social networks or supportive mechanisms
connecting caregivers and users of family day care to
needed assistance. e desperate working mother who
doesn't know where to turn or how to do it and Takes '

a poor arrangement th t doesn't last, the housebound
caregiver who struggles alone and becomes frustrated .

g and emotionally drained--these are-individuals-bften-
acting alone without assistance, guidance or support.
(Emlen7-1077, p. 14.)

2.3.3 Parental Expectations and Satisfaction
With Care

Parent' satisfaction is a prime measure of the

success-of any child care program. Yet it is difficult at

best to measure, particularly in an exploratory, descriptive

,research study. Traditionally in sor..41 research, conceptual

groundwork is developed through extensive empirical studies.

The aim is to generate concepts, to identify principal aspects

.)(1
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of a new subject area, 'and to organize formal thinking and

analysis. But family day care research is relatively recent.

Therefore, in the absence of prior exploration, the assess-

ment of parent satisfaction was approached with particular

care.

Research supports the view, that overall satis-

faction with child Care goes beyond the child's experience in

care- to a set of parental attitudes. Many factors individually

. and collectively influence parents' attitudes, including how

they may feel about the necessity of making day cre arrange-

ments in the first place, how they view, working mothers, and

how satisfsied generally they are with their own job. Idiosyn-

crat'iO parental attitudes toward childrearing as.well as cultur-

ally derived and specifically sanctioned attitudes toward the

appropriate wife/mother role are important considerations.

For example, 'attitudes toward the caregiver and

satisfaction' with the day care arrangements may be affected by

the wife's attitude toward employment. Harrell and Ridley

(1975) reported that satisfaction with day care arrangements

was positively related to how the mother felt out work and

the job. In a recent review of research studies of women in

the labor market, Beckett (1976) reported that Black married

females, and White married females differed in labor force

participation on every variable;theq was investigated. The

average White wife whose husband is employed}ay'be concerned

. about her husband's attitude toward'her employment and the effect



that her abience from her children may have on them; as the

average Black wifelhay be. For White wives, however, the tra-
,.

ditiohal.Aierican view has been that, for women with preschool

children, the woman's place is in the home, while the more modern

or liberated, iew coincides with the view of most Black famlkies.

Black women are expected to combine roles of wife, mother earner

worker (Scanzoni, 1975). Whereas the White wife may feel amhiva-
,

lent'in her "new" role'as employed mother-with children in day

care, the Black wife's ambivalence may arise -from performing' the

traditional role for Black women - -a role that reflects 1DO years
.k

of repression. These Black wives have adopted the view of wortien

that requires mothers of infants and pies "children to remain

at home (Belkett, 1976). It a wife /mothers ambivalent about

Forgng and'placing her child in day care, or if her husband,

,family, or friends criticize her for doing so', she may project
r-

r guilt feelings onto the caregivier. She.may be more 'critical

and ,dtssatisfied with the care her child receives, not because

of inadequacies in the daYftere arrangement or disappOintmen t
.

with the caregiver, but because no child care could be satisfac-

tory, short of, her wh'oare 'in her own home:

On thg other hand, if she views as appropriate

the placement 9f her 9 ild in a day' care facility while she

works, then her task is reduced to finding satisfactory child

care arrantlemonts and she will more,probablybe satisfiedergith

child care.
11 a

While the parent component could-not explore the'

subtleties ofoparent expectations and satisfaction,. a number of

2-14 41,
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otherfactOrs provide.an index to the ausccess of family day care
eg-

as seen through the eyes of the parents. For example, family

day care is'attractive to many consumers because caregivers

frequently provide 'special services beiond basic care. Parents

may require flexible hours and such special services.Js care

for ill children, transportation, overnight care, and weekend

P
care. The date'include respOnses-frtoeguestions about parents'

4

'need for, use of, and satisfaction with any special services

1'

provided:-Parents' satisfaction and dissatisfaction were also

assessed by exploring the extent to which the physical facility,

the program of activities, and the^caregiver herself met their

expectations.

The parent/caregiver relationshipthe fit be-
.

tween the needs of the working family, the needs of the care-

viver, and the needs of the childmust be a major index of the

success of the airaivaent. considerable attention was given

to exploring the nature of parents' communications and contact

with their caregitersv thb perceptions each has of the quality

of the relationship, and the concern of each for the child. It

was alsoCimportant to ass the extent to which patents and

caregivers share basic childrearing attitudes, and whether it

is-important t,parents that they do. Caregivers often shah

and- can reinforce the social and cultural values of the fami-

lies theyiserve. Many parents, on the other hand, prefer to

/expose their children to different social experiences. 'Be-
C

cause.Black and Hispanic families are characterized by extended

family networks, they may4nore readily accept differenc s in,

2-15 42
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their caregiver approach to ,childrearing. To N3cplore these

A

and related factors, parents and caregivers in San Antonio and

Philadelphia were interviewed extensively on their childrearing

attitudes,and practices.

Indirect approaches to parent satisfaction proved

to be useful in isolating dissatisfaction with selected charac-

teristics of-the arrangement. For example, parents. in Philadel-
,

phia and San Antonio were queried about their current epectations,

the incidence of accidents in the home, evidence of distress in
p

their children, and their initial concerns about the home

prior to finalizing the arrangement.

In summary, the exploration of parent expectations

and satisfaction attempts to find out what family day care, as

an extension of,the-child's own family, means to the families

involved.

2.3.4 Cost ofChild Care
41

Mothers enter the labor force for a variety of

reasons, of4whlch tfte most compelling is economic. In father-
.,

less families, the mother's income is essential to stain the

family. For many day care consumers, then, as the data reported

from this study indicate, the cost of care is a
x

factor in the

selection of family day care over other types of care.

The, transaction between parents and caregivers

is at once an econoill,ic exchange of money for services rendered

as well as an interpersonal exchange of'great complexity. The

parent and caregiver components of the National Day Care Home

2-16
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Study explored both dimensions of

Bailees earlier findings provided

the caregiving arrangement.

a context and direction

for selected aspects of the cost of care. He reported that

caregivers frequently mentioned governrunt subsidies as an

alternative, to asking Mothers to pay higher fees.

Many a sitter during the interview stopped
when shp came to the item about being paid
enough and explained to the interviewer that
she knows from her own experience when she
was a working mother how little a mother has
in, take-home. pay after taxes, social -security,
transportation, clothing expenses and baby-
siting fees. Sitters are particularly so-
lic itous of mothers who are "going it alone"
and some will reduce fees based on ability
to pay. (Emlen, Donoghue, and ClarkSbn, 1974,

,p. 101.)

Caregiver's are' in somewha.t of a bind. ,Thel., can

select th childpen they want to serve but cannot price them-
,-,-4...

selves oua5ta the morketlay charging fees commensurate, with
*

,,services.Ta4ost parents in Emlents study' paid the "going rate"

even if tile .6kauld afford to pay more.

kt$

These earlier firidings suggested to the contrac-
t

tors thatlboth,caregiver and parent interviews should explore
0

interactions re4arding fees--that is, who establishes the fee

and how parents and caregivers feel about changing he fee

schedule as circumstances change. Additionally, arent res000-

,dents were queried concerning their Oilit'y and willingness

tb pay more fbr the same services and for additional services.

,2.3. Family Day Care Home Characteristics of
Importance to Parents

The.itnitiaI years of childhood/Jim heavily in-,.

flue d by the experience of the family day care home, are



considered by many experts in child development to be of major

importance becave of their impact on character formation.

Cast in this light, it is easy to perceive that the family

day care home, an institution of growing centrality in the

evolution of American society, may have major impact on

the very nature of society itself. For this reason, it is
Po.

important, even at this early stage of studies of tamily day

care, to attempt to identify emerging central themes in the

nature of this experience, and to describe those chgracter-

istics of the arrangemeht which are most imp nt to parents.

This effort to focus on what is ntral in the

family day cafe experience-for parents is not representative

of the variation in that experience, nor should it be. Rather,

it is a purposive attempt to call attention to dimensions of

the experience that, in the ebb and flow of American social

development, may be used to characterize it. What is presented

in the sdiumary chapter, therefore, should not be taken as the

only characteristics of encounters by parents with these aspects
4.

of social organization.

The rich data base, consisting of responses by

parents themselves, provides an invaluable opportunity to attempt*

to answer the question, "What do parents want in a family day

care arrangement for themselves andfor their children in care?"

2rents need day care to remain in the labok
A

force. They need to fulfill their work obligations without a

feeling of anxiety about the welfare of their children. Once

parents find,a caregiver who meets requirements of pay, hours,

2-1.8



r

-and location, what other aspects of care become most important

to them? Our approach to this question involved examining pat-

.terns and themes in answers to selected key questions in the

interview instrument. A

The capacity of the caregiver to meet theeneeds

of parents and children, and the qualities she brings to this

task, emerge as a central area_p4-.4ncern. The parent study
V

instrument was designed to obtain parents4 perceptionsiof their

caregivers by means of direct and ino4rect questioning through-
.

out the interview. For example, pare, ts responded to the direct

question,

"Why did you choose your caregiver instead
of someone

Near the end of the interview, parents were -asked, if they had

ever recommended their caregiver, and if they would recommend

their caregiver. Both questions were followed by probes to

determine reasons.

The parent and the caregiver share a common con-

cern--the child in care--and both need continuing evidence

fom the other that this concern exists. The parent interview

detertined parents' perceptioil of ,the quality of the caregiver/

child relationship, the quality of the caregiver's supervision,

and specifically those things paients,perceive that their chil-

dren are getting out of family day carp arrangement. At the

conclusion of the interview, parents responded to two important

..
open-ended questiods for which verbatim answers were recorded:

A
"What is most important to you as a parent
who uses family day care?"

2-19



/"What do you want in'day care for your child?"

The National Day CAre Home Study was not

designed_to evaluate the effects of family day care on chil-

dren; rather wellave approached this important form of care .

through those who use it and those A° provide it. In'the

final.analysis, family day care thrives because parents and

caregivers achieve an accommodatign that meets their own

requirements and the needs of the children in care.

2.4 Major NDCHS Design Variables

)11
A key researd issue-influegbing the studY de-

L
sign was whether differences in services provided, in caregiver

and pild behavidis, and in parents' perceptions of care were

related to differences in the regulatory status of the home. To

permit exploration of this issue, all major of famfry day

care homes were included--sponsored, regulated -and unregulated.

Since 1.t.was assumed that child care attitudes

and practices are to a large extent determined by ethnic and

cultural values, the study desig had to allow for the identi-

ficatibn.and measurement oVdiffe enceg" ins family day' caret'

attributable to the community and ethnic groups. Therefore,

the threes major ethnkc groups both ptbviding and using family
/.

1
day care services are represented in the study--White, Black,

A -

and Hispanic. The classification of homes by ethnicity and

by regulatory status formed he basis of the study design

(Table 2.2.

4

t
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Thtg'three study sitesr -Lqs Angeles, San Antonio,

and Philadelphia-are characterized by distinct environmental,

socio-economic, and cultural patterns. This allowed an assess-

ment of the influence .of such factors upon the provision of

care and upon parents' expectations of, their care arrangements.

12\
T le 2.3 presents the parent study sample design.

There is yet another concern that received
.

'.special analysis: the identification of similarities and dif-

ferences between those parent families using care by relatives

and those not using relative care.. RelatiVe care may emerge

as%having significantly different characteristics
because of

the parent/caregiver relationship. The National Child-Care

Consumer Survey reported that in Hispanic households using

substantial levels of care, there is a decided trend in favor

,of relative care. This form of care is largely =regulated.

The data were epamined to explore, for example,.the provision

of.special services, the level of fees, and differences in

frequency an content of parent/caregiver communication.

2.5

2.5.1

Instrument Development

PretTest of the Pilot Study instrument (Phase II)

Table 2.1 shows] that both Phase II,and Phase ?II

instruments were directed to the same parent constructs. There

were, however, several important'differences. The pilot -study

experience in Los Angeles provided an opportunity to finalize

the research design,.refine procedures, and revise instruments.

Ars

2-21
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During the development of the instrument to be

used in Los)Angeles, items were .pre- tested in Greater Hartford,

ConnecticuL, Families there deflected the study population

both in ethnicity and in the regulatory'status of homes used.

The pre-test was conducted in three phases, each of Which was.

followed by instrument revisions. The objectives of the pre;

test were:

o to determine if respondents understood the questions

o to identify qUestions which were sensitive or value-laden
--(

o to develop response categorils

o to eliminate- questions which elicited minimal data

o to determine the most natural sequence of Items

o to assess time requirements

Videotapes of selected interviews allowed observation of inter-

viewer behavior and responchnt reactions, and 'proved useful

for training parent interviewers in Los Angeles.

2.5.2 Instrument Revisions - Philadelphia and San
Antonio (Phase III)

Many items in the Phase II instrument were

intentionally left open -ended to avoid placing preconceived

constraints on respondents.- In. contrast, the revised Phase

III instrument contained fewer open-ended questions; these

were items on which it was crucial t6 obtain substantive

responses. Interviewers were thorotIghly trained to probe.
0

For example, respondents were asked this important question:

"Why would you recommend your caregiver?" If the respondent

2-22
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th

answered "Because she
1
proVides good cares" the interviewer

probed for the parent's idea of "good,care."

In Los Angeles; parents responded to selected

itemsAn a skip pattern. Not all items on parent /caregiver

childrearing ideaii were presented to every respondent :. Jialf

the sample, randomly selected, responded to each item set.

This procedure allowed exploration of ealernative means of

examining these constructs. The Phase III instrument, how-

ever, was significantly refined; contractors developed a child-

rearing attitude scale which was administered to all parents

, and providers. .Congruent items in both parent and caregiver

instruments explored the frequenc and content of communication.

4
Table 2.1 in4icatestthat in Phase III items were

added to piovide more specific dat4 on parents' expectatiods,

evaluations, and satisfaction with\specific aspects of the fami-

ly,day care home and program. Thes revisions permittedcoordi-

nated analyses of the same variableS to be expldted throughout '

the parent, caregiver, and observation systems.

2. 5. 3 Termination. Interview Instrument

was erected that,a Sege-family day' care ar-

rangements would terminate during the course of the'fdata collec-

tion efforts. Contractors developed a termination interview

for parents and caregivers to. determine reasons, from bqth

perspectives, for ending the caregiving arrangement. However,
K

noneSoftheparentqinthe.sample terminated. k

'



2.5.4 Research Desigp Issues

Add4ional and important issues were considered
.

in the design of the, parent study which could not be explbred.

Stu y contractors recognized the complexity of family day care,

and spent considerable time assessing many alternative design

options.

For example, the contractors and consultant

panelists were sensitive to the fact that studies of the family

have focused on the mother as the parent having primary child-

rearing responsibilities. Criticism of this focus on the atti-

tudes, values, and behaviors of mothers has been growing, along

with a concomitant interest in the involvement of fathers ins

childrearing and care. (See Lein141914; Peters, 1976; and 4

Lynn, 1969.) The inclusion of a sample of fathers in the parent

component was a major design issue. It became apparent, how,

ever, that to obtain a representative sample of fathers the

sample of pan t respondents necessary would have to have been

increased to a size that was impractical, gtVen time and budget-.

ary contraints and the complexity of the study. lb*

The findings of the National Child Care Consumer

Survey and our own perceptions of family day care as well sup-

ported the need to explore the direct, relationshipbetwee2

patterns of child care arrangements and of parental job history.

The first draft instrument developed and pre-tested included

an assessment of this relationship.' From each pre-test family

a longitudinal pi-ofile was obtained, relating job history to

51
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patterns of care. The instrument, however, had to be modified

to its present fbrmr-bedause obtaining this information required

an amount of time disproportionate to other areas of inquiry. II.

Respondepts had too many things to think aboUt: for example, r

each child (where there Were siblings); job history; multiple

arrangements; types of care; reasons for termination.

It seemed likely, moreover, that family struc-

.

turer family support networks, and the isolation of the nuclear

family would be related to parental expectations of the care-

giver and the nature of the "social,contract," that is, to

communication, control,,and stability.,_ It appeared important

to explore how the caregiver fits into the parent family net-

work--what other support does she provide? The first drafts

4

of the instrument developed by CSPD extensively explored respon-

sibilities for particular aspects of childrearing within the

family and the community, and included tlie Caregiver. This

exploration was subsequently reduced. However, the caregiver

data analyses explored caregiver isolation and community

contacts.

Throughout the developmental Phases of, the study,

it was constantly necessary to balance the complexity of fac-

tors thought to influence parents' use of and satisfaction with

family'day care against real world constraints--limited budgets,

,

respondent burdens, and time. The choices required to achieve

a realistic level of inquiry were always difficult and necessi-

tated a refinement of priorities,in study objectives.

2 -2
59fte



Figure 2.1: MAJOR INFLUENCES ON FAMILY DAY CARE

ti
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alhe broken line connecting en affiliation to, racteristics of family, Lax
care home indicates that a giv home may or may not be part oC family da4
care system. When a home is t of such a system, the services that the system
provides and tho requirementil makes are Important determinants of, the character
of that home.



TABLE 2.1

r Demand Questions, Constructs, Variables, Measures

DEMAND
QUESTIONS

PARENT STUDY
CONTRUCTS VARIABLES

MEASURES

Phase II /tend Phase III items .

, -

1.0 tt 1.3,

the characteat

are
P-

istics of
families using
Tway day
care?

Paxent/Pcitial

4'

characteristics

0

Ethnicity:-

1.1.2 Age

1.1.3 Sex

1,1.4 Marital status

1.1.5 Employment - kuse

1.1.6 Hours of employment - spouse

1.1..7 Employment - respondent

1.1.8' Hours of employment - .r,spondent

1.1.9 Spouse attending school

1.1:10 Respondent attending icbool

1.1.11 Education - spouse

1.1.12 Education - respondent

1.1.13,Residential

4.,14

1.1.14 Household incdme rye

1.1.15 household major source of inooMe

1.1.16 Household addiiimal sourmes,of income

1.417 Household compoeitton

ES.

ea.

A

0 93 58

Q 9440, 94DAY, 94 YEAR 59a

159b

0 27 60

tp 99D, 99E, 99P, '61a, 61b, tic

Q 32A, 324 61d

0 99A, 9911, 99C 64a, 56b 64c

331V 64d

Q '98,

Q 97

62b..

65a, 650

63

66

0 95A, 95B, ap 96 67a, 67b, 67c,
67d

0 92,100 68, 19

Q 101 {large question}

. 70b

0 92A, 928, 42C
t6

#0.



DEMAND
QUESTIONS

PARENT STUDY
CONTRUCTS

TABLE 2.1
Demand Questions,_ Constructs, Variables, Measures

VARIABLES
MBASURES

Phase II Items Phase III Items

2.0 73hat area

-the child care-
needs and
per-ft:fences of

families with
small children2

2.1 Reasons for needing child care

2.2 Alternative types of care considered and
sought or rejected

2.3 Parent's Child care arrangements

2.4 Specific services needed, provided
(available) and used

2.5 Method of selecting child care

arrargemEnts

2.6 Parent motivation for selecting the
particular fetidly day care hams and
particular caregiver.

'2.1.1 'Reasons for needing Child care

2.2.1 Alternative types of care considered and
sought= rejected

2.3.1 Additional child care arrangements for.
target child

2,3,7 Arrergements for Children under age 18

2.4.1 SpeCific service needed, provided '4
(available) and used - all FUCHS

2.4.2 Specific services needed, provided
(available) and used sponsored PDCHt

2.5,1 Method of-selecting Child care
arrangements

2.6.1 Parent motivation for PUCH selection

2.6.2 Previousehild care arrangements and
reasons for termination

2.6.3 Bad experience in past arranaccrent

2.6.4 Duration of current arrangement ,

".0, 4

Q 1A, IB, 1C,,B7

Q M, 2B, 1%. 3D. X. XI,
4A, 48, 5

gin

Q 28, 29A, 298, 29C, 29D,
29Ge 298, 291, 293.

Q 23, 231, 238, 22C, -23D,
23E, 237

Q 37, 38

29P

Q 9A, 10, 11A, 118, 14, 15,
17, 18

6r 7, 8A, 8B,'8C'

Q 20A, 208, 21A, 21B, 22A,
2.78

Q 24A, 248

O'2513

2, 3

Sb, 5c, 5d.lb

1, 16a, 16b,

16c. 16d. 16e,
16f. 169. le).
16i-

1, 16a, 16b,
16c, 16d, 16e,
16f, 16g, 16h,

161

17a, 17b, 18

(alt)

Afa, 566, 56d

6a, 6b, 6c, 7,
8

9a, Oc, 9d,
10a, 10b.

14a, 14b, 14c,
14d

15a, 15O, 15c,

13a, 13b
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Z1872 2.1

Demand Questions, Constructs, Variables, Measures

man
QM21106

2.A2BELMIMI= VARIABLES

2.0 ccetinyed 2.7 Preference for relative care

2.8 Preference for care by cicee friends

Preferences for type of child care

2.7.1 Relationship to child
Lk,

2.7.2 hive:Asses/disadvantages of relative
care

Phase Items' Phase III Items

.12 98C

5,..81A, 81B, 81C,.82A,

825, 82C

2.7.3 Preference for care by close friends Q 98C

2.$.1 Relatbanehip to caregiver prior to Q 21A, 2111

arrangement

2.6.1 Reasons for selecting FDA and caregiver Q 6, 7, 8A, 88, 8C

2.9.1. Settings by age of child Q 86, 87A, 878, FTC, 878

ti

911

9c, 9d

10a, 10b

;10a, 1013

9a, 9c, 94,
10a, 13

24, 71
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IREIE 2.1

Demand Questions, Constructs, 'Variables, Measures

0

DEMAND
*QUEST/OWS

PARENT STUDY
CONTRUCTS VARIABLES

MEASURES

Phase II Items Phase III Items

3.0 *zit
services do
parents need
&bale and

- beycal basic
day care?
hbat are

Parent
expwtationla
of their
artargeseents

and are theee
expectaacre
being met?

61!

3.1 Flepdtdliibr regtriresents 0

3.2 Special)seivices provided by caregiver
over and above basic day care?

3.3 Role of caregiver in peremiifamilY
retaceic

3.4 Parental evaluation of

3.11 Flexibility of hours

1.1.8 Work schedule

3.2.1 Special needs of child

;

3.2.2 Parent/fad ly

3.3.1 Parent/family needs in aponeored homes

3.34'2 Role of caregiver in parent/family
network

3.4.1 Caregiver professionalism
Quality of supervision

3.4.2 Experience vs. training

(3.4.1Na:re:jives reliability

3.4.4 Parents' reccameexxiation of caregivei

2.6.1 Reasons for selecting caregiver

Q MA, 40C, 31B, 31C, 51B
S1C, 51D, 51E

Q 30A, 31A, 32A, 328

Q 42A, 428, 43A, 438

Q 40h, 41A

9 37, 38

Q 84h, 148, 84C, 85h, 85B.

. .

40 40 40 00

Q 52A,028, 52C

Q 6

22, .23)

64b, 61d

17a, 17b

18a, 18b, 18c,
, 18e, 1.8f,

18h, 18i;
19a, 19b, 19c,

56a

34a, 34b, 40a,

-143b, _40c

13a
52a, 52o, 52d,
52e, 52f

25b

23c, 49a, 494,
49c, 49d, 52c,
52d

53a, 53b, 53c,
53d

4a, 9c, 9d

r

Jt
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-o TABLE 2.1

Demand Questions, Constructs, Variables, Measures a.

DEMAND
QUESTIONS

/

PARENT STUDY
CONTRUCTS VARIABLES

MEASURES

Phase II items Phase III Item

3.0 =time 3.5 Parental preferences/evaluation of the
FDCH

1

3.6 Parent priorities far child

3.7 Characteristics of FDCHS important to
parents

3.8 Characteribtics which represent gain

concerns

3.5.1 FDCH physical environment spaces
temperature, light, cleanliness

FDCH Program/activities for Child

3.5.2 Educational activities

3.5.3 Play activities vs. learning activities

3.5.4 Affropriabiactivities for child
T.V.

Perception of benefits to child

Perception of unmet needs

3.5.5

3.5.6

3.5.7 Distress

3.5.8 -Accidents

3.5.9 Bad expe'rienoe

3.5.10 Nutrition

3.5.11 Age mix

3.5.12 Group size *

3.6 Parent expecti-tion for child

ti

(Refer to variables 5.1.1 through 5.1.18).

3.8.1 °Location of FCCH

(Refer to variables 5.1.1 through 5.1.8)

00

00 00

. 60 Os

90 06 OO O.

Q 24A

88

*0 0. 60 90

Q 75, 76, 77, 102B

42a, 42b, 42c,
42d

25a

25d

43b, 43c,

43d

46a, 72b

46b

48a, 48c,,

52e, 52f
52a, 52c, 52d,

5Ic

28a, 28n, 28c,

28d, 28e, 28f,

44b

45a, 45b, 22

46a, 46b, 51a,

51b, 72b

4

O 33, 34A, 348, 3402, 34C2, 26d, 26b, 270,

34C3, 34C
4

27f

A



TABLE 2.1
Demand Questions, Constructs, variables, Measures

DEMAND PARENT STUDY
VARIABLES

MEASURES

QUESTIONS CONTRUCTS
Phase II Items

3.0 (continued 3.8 Characteristics which represent
concerns (continued)

3.9 Parent/caregiver relationship

3.10 Parent satisfaction/dittsatisfaction
with MN arrangement

3.8.2 Characteristics parents did not like at
the time of the arrangement

3.9.1 Parent/caregiver ommunicatial

3.9.2 Before arrangement

3.9.3 At the beginning of the arrangement

3.9.4 During the arrangement

3.9.5 Discipline

3.9.6 Child-rearing attitudes

3.10.1 Spcweored hums. Services needs -

used, satisfaction

3.10.2 Satisfaction with services in relation

with cost of care

3.10.3 All parents - satisfactice with
services

3.5.10 Nptrition in PLCH

3.10.4 Attitude tcward fee ih relation to

services

9A, 9B

SO 00 00 00 00 44

04 .0 04

Q 61A, 61b, 62, 63A, 63C,
64A1, 64A2, 65A, 65b,

65A, 65B, 65C, 66, 67
678,68, 69, 70

Q 74A, 748, 74C, 74D

Q 7Ih, 72A, 728, 73i

Q 12

Q 57A, 578, 57C, 57D

40 40 00

0 00

0 57A, 57B, 57C,570

12a

00 00 04 00

35m, 32a, 32b,

4et, 34b, 35a,

35b, 36a, 36b,

32d, 38a 38b,
38c, 39a, 39b,
40a, 40b

22

40, 40a, 40b,
40c; 72b, 41a
41b, 41c, 41d,
41e,

56a, 56b, 56c,

56d, 57

31a, 31b, 31c.
31d

37a, 37b, 37c,
37d, 37e, 37f,

28a, 28b, 28c,
28d, 28e, 28f,
28h, 28i

31a, 31b, 31c;

31d
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DEMAND
QUESTIONS

).0 (continued )

MULE 2.1
Demand Questions, Constructs* Variables, Measures

PARENT STUDX
QONTRUCTS VARIABLES

MEASURES%

Phase II Items Phase III Items

tisfaction
(continued)

4.6

If\

3.10.5 Expectations not net

3.10.6 Unexpected benefits

3.10.7 Amount and nature of Supervision

3.5.2 Appropriateness of activities

3.5.4 .Appropriateness of TV time

3.5.1 Appropriateness of amount of space

3.5.1 Appropriateness of temperature

3.5.1 Appropriateness of light

3.5.1 Appropriateness of cleanliness

3.5.11 Satisfaction with age mix

3.10.8 Parent's perception of benefits to
child

'3.5.6 Parent's perception of child's unmet
needs

3.5.9 *Bad experience in present arrangement

3.5.8 Accident in current vs. previous PDCB

3.10.9 Overall satisfactice/clissatisfaction -
a11 brims

00 00 00

00

00 00 00

00 .0 00 00 00 0. 00

. .

06 0. 00 00

.

60 00

00 00 00

00 0. 00

00 00 00

Q 75A1, 75A2, 76A1, 7622,
/7, 78

OS 00 .0

O 0 00 0. 4, 0. 00

Q 12, 91A, 918, 91C

37b, 37c, 37d

37e, 37f

43a, 52/3, 52e,

52f

43b

43d

43a

42b

fi

42c

42d

44b

46a

46b

51a, 51b, 51c

52a, 52b, 52c

53a, 53b, 53c,
53d, 53e, 72c



TAKE 2.1
Demand ONestioni, ConstrUbtp, Variables, Measures

DEMAND

OUB51174S
PARENT STUDY

CONTRUCTS VARIABLES
MEASURES

Phase II Items' Phase III Items

4 3.0-(ecetinued) 3.10 Parent satisfaction/dissatisfaction
with FDCH arrangement (ccestinued)

6

4-

4

4

3.10.10 Satisfaction with special services -
all Fares ....NI,.

3.5.10 Advantages/disadvantages of relative
caza

3.5%10 for :exmination of current

3.5.113

arrangement

for termination of previous

3.5.9 ,Red ienoe in past arrangeoenet.

3.1.1 FleiM ty of hours

3.9.5 Discipline'

3.5.12 Group size

3.4.3 Caregiver reliabiliti

3.8.1 Location of ODOR

4

Q 39A, 44A, 44B, 44C, 44D,
45A, 458, 4501, 45C2, 46,
47, 48, 49A, 50A, 50e,
50C, (large question)
102C

Q 5, 81A, 818, 81C, 82A,'
828, 82C 4

255

00 Ow

Q 24h

Q 308, 30C, 343, 31C, 51A,
51B, 51C, '51D, 51E

Q 74A, 74B, 74C, 74D, 74E

Q 52A, 52C, 3h, 52C3B, 5204,
3405, 3406

Q 33, 39A, 348, 3401, 3402,
3409, 34C4

18 (large.
question).

9c, 9d

Da, 13b

14a, 146: 14c,
14d

51a, 51b, 51c'

22, 23a

22,2
22, 45a, 45b

22, 23c, 39a,
49b, 49c, 49d

26d,, 26e, 27e,
27f

JL)



MULE 2.1
Demand Questions, Constructs, Variables, MeasUres

DEMAND
QUESTIONS

PARENT STUDY
cONTRUCTS VARIABLES

ORES

Phase II Items Phase III Items

4.0 What do
parents pay
famay-day
rare? Are
Parents
satisfiedmith
services in
relation to
cost?

fcc

411

4.1 Coat of care 4.1.1 fSubsidization Q 538, 53C, 53D, 53F 29a, 29b, 29c

4.1.2 Source of payment 53A, 53B, 53D, 53E, 53F 29d

55

44.3 Total paidby parent for target child Ci 53C, 53G, 533 30a, 30b

in FDCH monthly

4.1.4 Tab:0404d for 'target child (including ?ob
`care arrangements) by parentweekly

4.1.5 Total paid for all other children in
household (regulir childcare)

4.2 Satisfaction with fee in reladorrto ' 4.2.1 Attitude toward fee in relation to .0 57A, 57B, 57C, 570

Peltvi°ee

4.2.2 &faculty Paying on time fart 0 56A, 568, 56C 33a, 33b

resolution)
"Ec

.2.3 Time of payment 0 54

service

30c, 30d, 30e

31a, 31b, 31c,
3L1

4:3

4
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2.1

Demand Questions, Constructs, Variables, Measures

IN2911fll
QUESTIONS

PARENT STUDX
cON?RUCT3 yARIABLES

MEASURES

5.0 Mat/ 5.1 Parental attitudes on regulation of

characteria-
andruhat Should be regulated

tics of PCCUA

and providers
of care are
most import-
ant to
parents?

Phase II Items Phase III Items

5.1.1 Parental knowledge of regulatory Q 58 20

status of home

5.1.2 Parental opinion re: regulation of Q 59A ..

PDCIls in general
(Parental opinion on regulation of:)

5.1.3 NUmber of children
Q 59D 21b

5.1.4 Caregiver's experience
Q 59D 21b

5.1.5 Caregiver's education ,
Q 59D 21b

5.1.6 Caregiver's training. 4) 59D 2D

5.1.7 Caregiver's personality
Q 59D 21b

5.1.8 Caregiver's health
Q 59D 21b

5.1.9 Safety of PCCH
Q 59D 21b

5.1.10 Caregiver's age
Q 59D 21b

5.1.11 Age mix
Q 59D 21b

5.1;12 Children's health 0 59D 21b

5.1.13 Nutrition
.. .. .. OD 21b

5.1.14 Program/Activities
.. .. 21b

___

5.1.15 Play equipment , .. .. .. .. .. .. 21b

5.1.18 Cost pf care
.. ..

2110

5.1.17 Space in home y .. .. .. 21b

5.1.18 Outside space
.. 21b

)

-sv



RAMP 2.1

Demand Questions, -Ccitistrocte, -Variables, Measures

'PARER? STUDY
.75581BECETT- VARIABLES

MEASURES

42NMDEMANDM Phase II Items Phase III Items

5.0 (oontiamma1 5.2 Clarecteri.stics of Mils importiot to
Parents

(Peter to variables 5.1.1 through 5.1.18
above)

00 4, .041 00 00 . . . .

5.3 Cheracteri;ties tdtich represent mein
CODZeirli

Meter to variables 5.1.1 through 5.1.18
above)

00 00 .0 00
**?

00 00 4, 4,0

5.4 Cbaractaristirs strkb strads1 be
reguLated

(Refer to.variables 5.1.1 through 5.1.18
above)

00 00 00

5.5 Parental preferences policy issues 2.9.1 Day care settings for children 1 - 5
years of age

Q 87A, 878, 87C, 87D, 878 24

3.5.11 Age adz 88 44a, 44b, 25c

3.6.11 Group size 00 00 00 4, 11 451, 45b, 22

a

J



Table 2.2

National-bay Care Home Study Design

Regulatory Status

Caregiver and Parent
Ethnicity Sponsored Regulated Unregulated.

White Srionsorid Regulated Unregulated
White White White

Black Sponsored Regulated Unregulated
Black Black Black

Hispanic Sponsored Regulated Unregulated
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

7,;

1-



Table 2.3
Study

Sit Los Angeles - Phase II Site
V

Sponsored Homes Regulated Homes Unregulated Homes'

White . 16 16 16

Black 16 16 16

Hispanic 16, 16 16

-TOTAL = 144 Homes

a Site II - San Antonio - Phase III Site

Sponsored Homes Regulated Homes Unregulated Homes-'

White _ 16 16

Black 8 16 16

Hispanic 8 16 16

TOTAL = 112 Homes<

Site III - Philadelphia - Phase II/.Site

Sponsored Homes Regulated Homes Unrelulated4Homes

White 16 16 16

Black 16 16 16

TOTAL = 96 Homes

. NOTE: Hispanic caregivers were not sampled in Philadelphia
because the number is relatively small nationally.
A representative sample was obtained in-Los Angeles
and San Antonio. At the time of the study there-were
no White sponsored homes in San Antonio.



3.1

Chapter 3.6

PARENT STUDY METHODOLOGY

Parent Sample Selection

Sampling procedures for the National Day Care

Home Study were developedsand implemented by the staff of Abt
V-

Associates, Inc. In the three sites a total of 793 caregivers

were located utilizing a quasi-rand6m method. Five hundred and

one (501) of these caregivers were subsequently selected to

comprise the main caregiver study, again according to a quasi-

random procedure designed to assure an adequate number of respon-

dents in all study design cells. These procedures are more fully

described in National Day Care Home Study Vol. VII, The Field

Operations Report. A sample of 367 parents was selected from

parents of children in the 501 caregiver family day care homes.

These respondents were selected to meet the stratification re-

quirements of the study design.

1

ing criteria:

Parents eligible, for selection also met the follow-

o Their children in the day care home ranged in age

from infancyto 60 months.

o The care had to be paid for by some source, whether

by parents, a subsidizing agency, or some combina-

tion of the two.

o Parents had to express a willingness in writing

to participate in the study.

3-1



Of the 367 parents selected, 19 ultimately declined

to participate or \erminated the interview efore completion,
4

leaving an effective sample of 348 respondents in the three

sites. Table 3.1 compares the actual and proposed parent sample

distributions in the study design cells. Though not constructed

on a probability basis, the sample allowed an adequate represen-

tation of major parent groupS. For example, approximately.36%

of all parents of children in family day care homes were single

parents, and 39% of the study sample were single. (See Table

4.2.) The sample included parents with children ofvarious

ages, and both sxngle and multiple child families. There was,
1

additionally, a representative socioeconomic mix.

A total of 243 parents using family day care

were interviewed in Philadelphia and San Antonio, the.two,Phase

III sites, exceeding study goals by 35 interviews. Table 3.2

shows the distribution by ethnicity and regulatory status; Table

3.3 describes the parent sample by ethnicity and site. Although

the ethnicity design variable provided three categories, a number

of persons interviewed did not classify themselves as Black,

White, or Hispanic. Whenever ethnicity enters into the analyses,

therefore, the "n" for these analyses is lowered.

3.2 Generalizability of the Sample

The construction of a probability sample.requires

a precise conceptualization of the nature of the population

under study, with a known, if not equal probability for the

3-2



selection of each element of the population into they sample.

To the extent that these requirements are met, one scan "general-

ize" from features f the sample to features of--the poptilation

under.study. Any generalizations can only be made within limits

imposed by,the absolute size of the sample, which influences

the sampling error. The representativeness of parent study

data must be viewed within the context of site, caregiver, and

parent sample selection.

Three study sites were considered the minimum

necessary to .balance the need for generalizable information with

that for a detailed and comprehensive understanding of family

day care. Statistical p.ower analyses indicated; however, that

nine study sites--far mote than stu 7-resourcescould bear--would

be required for a significant increase in generalizability of

findings beyond that possible with three sites. The three care-

'fully selected sites were chosen from more than 250 standard

metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA.'s) ,clustered into 26 groups

by factor analysis of city characteristics. Each family day

care home in the study population
Aof U.S. urban family day care

Domes did not have an equal or known probability of selection

into the sample. For. purposes of comparability, however, the

-study sites and' specific communities had a sufficient number of

sponsored, regulated, and unregulated homes, as well as Black,

White, and Hispanic homes serving children ofvarious ages. In

addition, the selection of sites was heavily dependent on the

total range of variation represented by 'communities in combina-



tion. For example, it was necessary to have both geographic

dispersion and a variety of regulatory approaches represented

in the study sites. Likewise, sites were selected to maximize

the' possibility of achieving adequate sample sizes all

design. cells. For this reasonv each site had a large total

amount of family day care, and a sufficient pool of families

eligible for subsidized care.

Within' the constraint impose3 y the necessary

limitation to three study sites, a theoretical possibility

existed for constructing each of the, site samples to support

/4
generalization to the three populations of family day care

homes in Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and San Antonio. In the

case of the spontored and regulated homes, thoie who developed

-the study_sample were able to use what were believed to be

reasonably accurate, comprehensive lists of all sponsored or

regulated homes. Where cell size was sufficient, random sampling

was employed within each cell. Otherwise, every kth home was

selected. This technique perMits cautious generalization to

the populations of regulated and sponsored homes in each

the study sites.

Unregulated-homes were selected for the study-

by canvassing selected neighborhoods, by talking to community

leaders, and through other, site development efforts diScussedv

below in Section 3.2.l. This generated a bias in the sample,

if we assume that the population of caregivers operating unregu--.
lated homes is heterogeneous'on the variables of interest-to

81.
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aqr

the study. Though the theoretical potential for generalizabilit'

could not, therefore, be realized to tilt same extent as for spon-

!,
-sored and regulatedrhomes; substantial informat4on on unregulated

family day obtained.

Parent respondents eligible. for participation

wer selected on the basis of their willingness to do so, and

onl fracticlof epospible parnts gave their
4

result4- bias-is generated in thii sample,. as w
dr"

® sample, if we assume thggioarent population is

the variables of, interest in the study.,

assent. As a

th the caregiver

eterogenedas on

In summation,
, sampling errors-were introduced in

the constr tion of the parent 'sample at each of th# three stages
.

. *

. 7g
of &ample 6 velopment: . the selection of study sites, the Aeieq--

.

.tion of caregivers within thOse sites, and the selection of
, (

.

Aparents employingthoae caregivet's. In such a multi-staged

cluster, sampling procedure; the effects'Of sampling error are

multiplicative, of sUggested, t erefore,
4.

that the generalizations which can be supported from th parent

data are limited.
.;

The reader must bear in mind, however,.that the

National Day ,Care Hope dy wan exploratoryeffort to describe

the 'ecology of family day care ay a complek social system. It

. ,

is the only study of national scope to'systematically obtere

*'4k,,ir

-4k the care of children in, home entilonmel>lts using sophisticated
1 . , .

A
. .

and carefully tested instruments: It is a first attempt to describe

M

similarities and differences b4ween sponsored, regulated,

4

0

.

Lib

4

4
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. I 0

fit

.and pnregulated homes, and to undeqtand the cultural diversity

in family day care among the three ethnic.groups that together

constitute the largest users. The data provide.a broad base of
a

information with ut!lity for the improvement of family day care

and for creased aftiptanceto caeegiyers, children, parents,

and program adnniftrators.

F

3.3 Data Collection

The data.collectir effort was undertaken in sef-

eral stages, called "Phases." In Phase I, ,a national, 25

pity telephone survey of family day care providers 14as conducted

44,to obtaiiip preliminary profiles to guide design considerations.

The parent instrumenti described previously, was also constructed

and pre-tested in the first phase. This instrument was adminks-
a

tered to parents in Phase pilot study-effortr-in Los

Angeles; California,. from Jinuary through. March 1978. Phase II
'0*

concluded with the analysis of data and the revision of data col-
.

lection instruments and field management' procedures. i.Phase III

was implemented in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and San Antonio,
-.%,

. ',..v .

Texas, from October
,

1978 through January 1979. A phased

met'ationstrategy4c'ed highly cost effective, since it
r .

1 ..

the risk in molunting, a complex and difficult fie;.d effort

imple-
.

minimized

while

slmultaheously insuring increased-pfficiqicy in subsequent field

experiences. As a result of'theouccessful pilpt exPerience;\

only minor modifications were, required in the data eollection

instruments and procedures;lence a Eg

was available. for analysfs:,

83

three-site data base

*-



3.3.1 Site Development

An extensive public relati gs campaign launched'

the effort to obtain support for the study a to' identify

unregulated care, in each community. Brbchures familiarized

caregivers with s.tudy objectives, explained what participatio

in the study would involve, and requested help in locating other

family(day care homes. Letters from licensing and regithtration

officials
4-
accompanied the brochures,',helping to promote the

stidy's legitimacy.

- Hundras of poSt6ks explaining the-s-tu-drand

asking for help in locating caregi&rs were hung in locations

i
likely to catch the eye of local residents, especially parents

with young children. In Philadelphia and San AntoniO the media
(!)

were also used to disseminate'information and o gainsupport

for the study. Media coverage was excellent in thesetwo sites;
"/c,

lit included TV spots, radio and television interviews, and news-

vpaperIrticles.

To facilitate' the identific.kion of unregulated

*care, field staff with an extensive knowledge of target areas
.

f.
were recruited. It was expected t4otmrtudy staff froM "down

the block" who kneClAcommunity Readers and.were familiar with
.,,..

i 111 t.. ,.

local agencies would ..cispef migtrust on-the part of ca*egivers,
. P. t v,

. . ., .3,.. it .

especially those opevAting unrqtuldte4 hales.
Is 4, 447

{.,.

N

. Th.is npeightiOrhOodh,approabh 'worked well in
F

Thiladelphi2apdp,pin,Antonio but was considerably less success-
. .

., - . .- tp

Aft.

. ft e,*,

f'ul in. Lo Ang41qe., It 'had OdiuCi4.6taesl,t`hot..Los Angeles, 14ke
, ,,- .'- ..

. ..

/s
d

:.4* .1' l' .

.

Fbahlvit
sp

.7%\s
.4's
* *1'

* t 4.
-14

4
r .
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44

most large American cities, was divided into small geographic

areas with identifiable socioeconomic and cultura1 characterie-

tics--neighborhoods'ath which residents identify or have strong

ties. Initial staff experiences belied these expectations; It
At'

became evident that it would be:extremely difficult to identify

neighbor'fiood leaders with any knowledge of,the informal day care

services operating in their communities. This absence of tradi-

tional.neighborhoods required a less systematic and m6re time-
a

consuming approach to the identi4cation of unregulated care, in

this site.
.

3.3.2 ,Interviewer Training

cup field staff selected interviewers for the
o 4

a

parent component using gc-Cepted personnel assessment and sCeiection

guidelines. These interviewers were required to undergo at least

40 hours of training prior to conducting interviews with parents.

Training also included a series of practice interviews, followed

by in-depth debriefing sessions.

In addition, CSPD was responsible for th& devel-

opment and implementation.of a core, training paCkage designed

to sensitize all contractor, staff and field interviewers to

the complexities of family day care, and terticulat.ly to the

cultural differences to which they 'would be exposed. This)train-
,

. king was important a minimizing interviewer Vases in all data

,collection procedures;



O

4

"7-

In addition to their initial training, interview-

r.
ers participated in,regularly'scheduled debriefings designed

to reso ve problems and to ensure consistency. This practice

olenhan d the reliability of the parent data collectron effott.

3.3.3 Interviewing

Interv4ewing for the parent component, proceeded

smoothly once the responding parents hid been identified. As

is common with such large-scale exploratory studies, some prob-
.

leths in administering the_data collection effortsirose, most

notably in coordinating the three.components of this extensive

undertaking. Since most parents using family day care work

during the day,, nterviews typidally had e be conducted during

the early evening hours or on weekends. Timing was not always_

opportune. Parents frequently showed signs of weiminess after

a full day's work, or expressed concern about getting dinner

on the table late. A few interviews were somewhat-rushed. It

is not Surprising that-tile task of scheduling parent interviews

k
,

was frequently comp1tex and arduous. Interview permission forms

distributed by ca egIvers to all their parents were not always

completed adequately. SX was often difficult to contadt parent

who' had, agreed to be interviewed. In some casest.parents gave
1

caregivers verbal rather than written permission. This' permission

was coir*unicated to the site Offide, b'ut often without a home

and/ot-,business teldPhonecumberior without the names and address

of the 'parent. In .such instances it was neceseary.to'telephone

the relevant-caregivers for this information...

3-9-



As soon as complete parent information had been

obtained, interviewers ware assigned to schedule appointments,

using available telephone numbers. Where possible, the ethnicity

of the interviewer was matched with that of the parent. In

a number of cases CSPD staff found it necessary to make several

calls to reach a parent, and occasionally interviewers were

requiredto visit homes in order to schedule interviews. Though

parents had ceived brochures describing the study and had

signed a paren permission form, many wanted additional' informa-

tion about overall study goals or about various details before

,agreeing to be interviewed.

44
Other scheduling difficulties and parent refus-

als posed problems. Appointments could not be arranged or were

postponed repeatedly for over half (53%) of the 19 parents in

th'e sample who were not interviewed. Elqht of these (42%)

refused to be interviewed, even though they consented ,to their"

child's participation in the observation studies, indicating

that they did not have the time fot a one-hour session. In all

;eight cases, no other parent could beychosen from the same

family day care home for the parent interview. In the remain,- A
w

;

ing cases the'interviews- were interrupted; despite repeated -If.

attempts to arrange a cond appointment, the interviews ocad
.

not, be completed.,
11/

.Interviewers were instructed to sched le,appobint-:

ments with the parent having primary responsibility, for main- ,4

taining the Child care arrangewt. In the majority of'twp-paren
P

OP

=

N
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"families, the mother was inter;Iiewed in the absence of the father.

However, in a number of homes both parents chose to be present.

r In most of.these situations the presence. of both parents facili-

tated the interviewprocess. The father either tended to the

%child ren viRile the mother responded to questions, or actively

participated in the interview and gave his views about day care

jc.arrangementf. On sbmeoreasions the participation of the father

4eleealed apparent disagreements between the prepts about child=

. 7
.4earing.praCtices and subh other aspects of family life as the

1eveToof,family income.

Most parents who were interviewed indicated that

r .2(
Althey welcomed

the opporttnity to discuss their day care

rgngementS. ;Miny,a0tmented thatthey had neverIthought about
e

.some :If the., topics covered7i-d.the interview. During periodic

.*
-\

depraefing sessrons, CSP15.stiffigenerally observed that parents

;\_..-4-S

, . .--........

- seemed caudia in.their rsP9nses to-interview questions, though
, , -.

in some instances; the'yreqUired rtpeated reassurahce that their

1
, .

,

,comments would be held ins_confidence'and would not. be revealed

..,r
..

to caregivers.
,

3. 3, 4.

f

kents
Contfcl,

As iinteiviews were conducted, a system of coding

cqmpleted docuMents was- employ0dto,insure confidentiality

-Mdata anamaintain,rgSpOndent anonymity, as well as to assure -

.

. that primer recording and Safe storage' would preserve valuable

d4aom in2:sprosion,through ass,of administrative control.
.,,-. - Ili . \ --,

# _/ =
.01
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4.

This system consisted o encoding each completed parent instru-

ment with a number, part which was unique to it and part of

which would identify it th the corresponding instruments used

in the caregiver study and in the observational'analysis.

3.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis began with editing the question-

nairN and ended with the data analysis carried out as the final

report was being prepared. As this was an exploratory inquiry,

every effort was made %to generate` as clean a data base as pos-

sible within the constraints'of the sample design and resource

limitations. The data were subjected 4o cross-tabulation analysis .

as the basic Aalytical technique.

3.4.1 Editing, Coding, Keypunching

The :questionnaires were ed$4ed, the open-ended ,

items post-coded, and th? data converted to machine-readable

format as the first procedures in the analysis of the data, The

questionhaiies were first edited and cleaned to assure that

subsequent work on the data would be bated on preciie readings

of what detailed iieen recorded Ot each of thocuments. All

ambiguous responses wrie-clarifiede and most of the open-ended .

respotses'were copied onto consolidated sheets so that they

could be ompared and subjected to furthet qualitative analysis,

kf necessary. Threditing was"pe4fo6ried simultaneously with

the coding of the open-bned-resporises. A:specially.assembled



. .

CSPD team carried out these tasks. The working group was com-

prised of university graduates and university students under the''

direct leadership of quality control supervisor and under the

general supervision of,the CSPD principal investigator and pro-

ject director. The team was trained for a full working day to

assure - consistency in these editing and coding tasks.

When these data preparation tasks were completed,

.the questionnaires were shipped from the CSPD offices in

Washington, D.C., to Abt Associates headquarters in Cambriilije.

---\Massachusetts, where the data were converted to machine read-

_

able format.
Tp

3. Separation of Phase II and Phase III - Analyses

Because the inskrumentd used in -the distiect data

collection efforts of Phase II (Los Angeles1 and Phase III

(Philadelphia and San Antonio) were somewhat'differint, as .

mentioned in Chapter -2.0 above, it was necessary to separate

most of the analysis in accordance with these two sub -sets.

That is, data collected in Los Angeles were-most often analyzed

Separately from data collected in San Antonio and Philadelphia.
4

In the special cases where the,,items'were closely matched in

the two instruments, it was possible to combine the analysis.

Furthermore, it was possible to recodp the response categories

in some of the items so that the data from the two Phases could

be combined. in thAs way as well. Thus; in Chapters 4.0 through .

T. where-findings of the study are reported, tables presept
4

_
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data for the total sample or for each of the two study Phases.

In mast cases. Los Angeles data are reported separately'from

thOSe obtained' in Philadelphia and Sah Antonio Phase

3.4.3. Data Ahalysis Techniques

The data alaysig reported in the remaining chip-
/

ters of this document was performed by CSPD on the digital compu-

ter at Abt Associates, Inc., using the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences (SPSS) routines. (A computer terminal at the

CSPD offices in Washington was connected by telephone to the Abt

computer.) As most of the data were discrete, rather than coninu-

ous,. almost all of the analysis, consisted'of frequency distribu-

tions and cross-tabulations. In that the exact relationship between

the parent study sample and the population of parents in tkie

United States using family'day care homes is unclear, it was not

, deemed appropriate to apply the devices and logic of inferen6.'il

statistics to this data set.

A factor analysis was run on the data'elicited

by a version of Kohler's Maternal Attitude. Scale included inithe
2

Phase III instrument. However, these results and the results of

discriminant'function analyses performed on some of the study

variables are not reported in any detail because of the potential

for overinterpretation.

3.5
t
Summary

The sample for the 1:)rent study, generated by Abt

Associates, was based on the caregiver sample. O the 367 par\nts

3-14



who initially agreed to be interviewed,-19 refused or terminated

the interview before completion, leaving a total of 348 usable

response's, distributed by study site, ethnicity, and regulatory

status (see Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3).

The implementation of the study design was'an

arduous, exciting, and rewarding undertaking. All tasks, from

constructing the sample design to performing the data analysis,

presented many challenges. These were confronted in all in-

stances in a way. that sought to'rethin the integrity of the

design and of the study is it unfolded through creative and

responsible improvisation in the field, The result is.a rich.

and-enormously informative body of data on parental experiences

and attitudes toward the family day care,home, the modal diL

ting in which young children are cared forte, outside the home in

Contemporary American society.

Y.



CHAPTER NOTES ,

1. A small substudy of within-home variability was originally
contemplated to provide information on variation in
parental_' experiences in the same home. In anticipation
of thi two different families were selected and interviewed
in ea of 17 family day care homes--13 in Philadelphia
and in Sat Antonio. However data collection requirements
and roj ct resources would no permit this to go forward.

2. This part of the instrument met the interval level 'data
requirements of Pearson's r, the fundamental computation
of factor analytic work, without "forcing" the data in an
application of the techniques associated with "dummy
yariables." The results of factor analysis ate almost,
always indeterminate and subject to many, ofteh conflicting
interpretations. For this reason, the reporting, of these
results is very limited to discourage overinterpretation.
For the same reason, an associated discriminate function
palysis was not reported at all.

93
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Table 3.1k NATIONAL; DAY CARE-HOME STUDY
1

- PARENT SAMPLE

) Site I - Los Angeles
Phase II Site

.7.

Sponsored Regulated s Unregulated
Homes Homes Homes

12/16 15/16'White

11/16
11/16

Black

12/16 12/16
Hispanic

14/16.

7/16

11/16

TOTAL = 105/144 Homes

Site II - San Antonio
Phase III Site

White
2 25/16

24/16

Black 5/8 5/16 -17/16

.Hispanic
10/8, 20/16- 16/16

TOTAL = 122/112 Homes
3

Site III - Philadelphia
Phase III Sites

24/16 14/16
White

18/16

28/16 24/16
BlaCk

13/16

TOTAL = 121/96 Homes3

'The numbers above the Tr indicate the .actual sample size, while those
below the "1" were- the sample objective. For example, the objective in
Philadelphia for non-Hispanic White parents in regtilated homes was 16;
14 were actually, interviewed and are part of the study sample.

2There are no noiriispanic ,White-sponsored homes in San Antonio:

31n Philadelphia and San Antonio, the actual sample obtained exceeded
the objectives.
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Table 3.21--ESPONDENTS IN PARENT SORVEY BY ETHNICITY AND
TYPE OF FAMILX DAY CARE HOME

- ,..

ETHNICITY
REGULATORY STATUS

Unregulated TQTAL

',.

White 36 (25%) .54 (37%) . 56 (38%) 146

(35%) (43%) (47%) (42%)

Black
b

44 (37%).

(43%)

40 (33%)

(32%)

37 (30%),

(31%)

121

(35%)

Hispanic 22 (27%) 32 (40%) 27 (33%) 81

(22%) (25%) (22%) (23%)
#

k.,

TOTAL\-/ 102 (29%) 126 (36%) 129 (35%) . 348 (100%)

. _
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Table 3.3: RESPONDENTS IN PARENT SURVEY BY ETHNICITY AND SITE

/ ETHNICITY

SITE

Los Angeles Philadelphia San Antonio

c

TOTAL

White 41 56 49 146

Black ." w . 29 65 27 / 121.

Hispanic 35 46 fq.

4

TOTAL BY SITE 105 121 122 348

1,
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Chapter. 4.0

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PARENT STUDY SAMPLE

4.1 Introduction

(

,
.

. ,

.0ne of ,the basic questions addressed 'by the Na-
,

.tional Day Care Home Study was, "Who are the consumers of'family

day care?" 'This chapter provides descriptions of-the families

who were selected for-the parent survey. Based on the reports

of the responding parehts, it chara terizes the families

according to standard demographic factors and according to to

study design variables of ethnicity, site, and regulatory sta-

tus. When relevant data are available, this chapter attempts

to compare the.ponsumerfamilies to the national population

and to the population of\their respective cities.

The demographic questiops included in the par-

ent survey were designed to elicit responses concerning several

types of information at a general level. These questions

follow:

o What types of families use family day care?

o How do these families differ from the population

at large?

o What demographic factors are associated with the

choice of a'familyjday care home of lne particular,

regulatory status as opposed to another type?



4

o HoW is''the type of family day care home chosen related

to,ethnicity, income, education, and other demographic
.

variables? *

The data reported in this chapter apply vari-
-c.-

ously to the responding parent (usually the mother), the

spouse, the fowls child, or the family in general. The vari-

ables reported include (1) respondents' age, sex, rand mar,ital
*

statqs; (2).riumbers of children in respondent'families and

the ages of the focus children in care; (3) total annual

family-income and income sources; (4) educational attainment

of the respondents;-(5) occupations of the respondents andthe

spouses; and (6) residential stability, as imeicated byptim

of continuous residence in the same city, the same neighbor-

hood, and the Same house. Data regarding these characteristics

are differentiated according to the study design variables of

(1) ethnicity (White, Black, or Hispanic); (2):fdmily day care

home regulatory status (sponsCred, regulated, or unregulated);

and (3) study phase and site (Phase II--Los Angeles,.Phase

In:Philadelphia and San Antonio, 'or the total sample). bis

aggregation of data.from the two phaies was sometimes necessary

because o(1 differences between thequestions on the two data

collection instruments.
as'

V{

V.Becaase of other or undisclosed ethnicities, the, to al
study sample is larger than the sum of the numbers 1n
these three ethnic groups.

4-2



Thd statistics reported are principally raw fre-

quenties,and percent frequencies of responses in particular cate-

gories, based on one or more of the characteristics enumerated

. above. Medians are reported when they are meaningful and

statistically appropriate, bgt most of the data are. presented

'V (-
as marginal disqibutions or cross-tabulations.

Where comparative statistics are'presented,

they are-based on the U.S. Census Bureau's Current Population

Survey for the reference year 1977 or on bther Census surveys,

as Andicated. An attempt has been made to obtain comparative

data which are as relevant as.possible)o the findinqs under

consideratidn. SMSA or city data, data based on:different

ethnic groups,,and other disaggregated estimates have beeh
,

reported whenLver reliable sources have been found.

f

- 4.2 General Desciption

' 4.2.1 , Age, Sex, and' Marital Status of Respondents

- Most (60%fipf t1he parents who were interviewed

were between the ages of'25 and 354 the mecgan age of the
1

group was 30. About 30% were-betWeen 2Q and'25'and10% were

dyer 35. Little-differerke in respondents' ages vas/observed

.1/ In the tables, the percentages in parentheses are based on
'the total numbers of cases in the rows (when placed,t6
the right of tht raw frequencies) and 114 columns (when
placed below the raw frequencies).



across the ethnic groups. only two, parents in thesample of

348 were under 20. Although teenage and young adult parents

.

were not purposely excluded4rorri the sample,.they are not

represented. A number off factors tend. to prevent young

parents from needing, using, or paying for child care. These

factors include the high rate of unemplOyment among persons

in this age group, particularly for minority groups, which

leaves them available to care or the children.themselves,

4i well as reducing the funds these parents have 'to spend on
ti

child care. In addition, teen-aged mothers; who are,often

unmarried, frequently live in an extended family arrangement,

proyides a source of in-home care:

The vast majority (94%) Of the responding parr

enti were women, but.19 of the respondents were men. Data

collected') from the 19 fathers in the study did not differ.

significantly from these obtained from the mothers in most

respects. For that reason, there will be no further differ"-

entiation by respondent sex in this report. It igNinteresting

to note, however,' that 1i of the'fathers were married, all

were employed, and ten had.ai.tended some college. Three had

less than a high school education, Six of the eight men in. 46

Los Angeles repqrted having had no'preyious relationship
*"

with the caregivers, while six of 4e 11 fathers interviewed

in Philadelphia' and San Antonio indicated that they had

known the caregiverg befoie the arrangement had begun.' Four

of these fathers reported a prior relationship of at least a

4-4
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year's durlatiOn. The 19 fat'hers were. about evenly distributed.
r.

.in the ude'of sponsored, regulated, and.unregulated day care

4 .
homes.

Census studies have shown a steady'increase over

the Past two decades in the percentage of single-parent families

-(13% increase in 1970 and 16%''in 1977, for instance). A parallel

rise has been reported in the number of,faniilies headed by single

(divorced, widowed, separated, or never,married) mothers .(10%

increase in 1960, 11% in 1970, and 13% in1977). In the present

sample, 39% of the respondents were single, while 61% were mar-

. ried or informally married. Table 4.1 representii we detailed

breakdown of the sample by Marital status. '

Table 4.2 presents the frequencies of families

using the three types of fam4.1y day cat'e hotes by marital

status and ethnicity. The data in this table show that single

parents were more often users,ofspOnsored family day care hotes

than married,IA-rents. Among the 100 users of sponsored homes,

59 were single; only 39 single users would be expected on the

basis of the 'proptAion.of the sample who are single. .Single-

'parent families'were more than twice as likel?to use a spon-

sored home as married parents (45% vs. 20%), and almost .three

times as likely if they-were also Black (54% vs. 1'9%). bf the
/

families of ain?le.reEipondents ising sponsored care, the ma-
,

jotity were.Bla (51%).:' Among the 56 single Black parents,

16 %.used regulated homes, 30% used unregulated homes, and the

remaining 54% uded,sponsored homes. By contrast, only 33%
\

of the',singie While parents sent theit'children to a sponsored

4-5101
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day care home. Thlkover'all use of the sponsored-homes among

married.parents was 20%, while 45% of the single parents had

their children in a' sponsored home. .The concent

parents among the users of spOnsored care is not 'surprising

tion of single

because the incomes of single-parent families are generally

less,than those of two-parent families, and sponsored care

is frequently subsidized. The NDCEIS cLta reveaAd that 85%

to 90% of the slots in sponsored. homes received some form of

state or federal 'subsidy (Vol. V, AAI, 1980). i(

4.2;2 Number of Children" in Respondent Families
' and Ages of Children in Care

Table 4.3 presents the distribution of family

size in the sample of users of family day care homes and for

the national population as determined in 1977 by the Census

Bureau. On the,average, the families in the Study sample had
,

fewer children than those in the national census sample. While

28% of families nationally had more than'two children under the

1

age of 18, only 18% of the families in the study had more ttan

two. Only 7% of the r'esponden'ts had snore thA three children.

The median numbers of children per family were.1.6efor the'

parent sample andI1.87 for the National Census sample. 'Thpre

was little variation in 'the number of childret perfamil.Y

across ethnic groups and regulatory status.
. _

'The median age of the'-focus children in care
N

was approximately two years and' nine months. The distribution

of ages La presented in Table 4.4. The _table shoes ,thet '68%



of the Children wire under three years of age. This observation
.

is consistent with the findings of earlier studies showing that

parents tend to choose family day care homes, for children under
1

three and center-based dare for children as they approach the

age of five.

There were no major variations from the two-year,

nine -month median age by ethnicity Or regulatoty status. 'How-

ever, there was'a variation between the sites studied in the two

phases. In Philadelphia and San Antonia, the sample was somewhat

. more heavily weighted toward older children than'in Los Angeles.
4

ilhe median in the former two cities was approximately three years.

4.3 Economic, Educational, Occupational, and
Residential)Characteristic6 a

4.3.1 Family Income

The annual family income of the parent sample

ranged from less than $6,000 to more than $26,000 a year. The

median family income in the sample, as presented in Table 4.5,

was approximately $12,653. The pedian U.S. family income, as

estimated by ple Bdreau of the Census_ for 1977, was $16, 009'.

This is s differende of about 20%. The overall sample median

income is not particularly meaningful in view of differences

observed among users of 'different tyies of family day care

homei and among different ethnic groups.

The distribution of annual family income for

families using the three types of day care homes are presented

in Table 4.6. The median,inCome of families using sponsored



0

homes was $8,736, as compared .to $14,849 and $.14,371 for those

using regulated and unregulated homes, respectively. In general,

the median income of families using sponsore8 homes was.more

than 40% below that of the families using non sponsored homes.

Examination of the distkibutions presented in Table 4.6 reveals

a concentration of lower-income far4lies in the sponsored group

that' is not present in the other/two groups. To look at the
,.

data from a different perspective, 52% of the familiet with

incomes of $9,000 or less used a sponsored home as compared to

'24% of the families with incomes of $12,000.or more. At'the

upper end of the income range, only 8% of the families using a

sponsored 'family day care home reported incomes over $21,000,

while alMost 26% of the users of the other two types of homes,

had incomes in that range.

The median income of White families was hOhest

($14,617), and that of Black families was lowest ($10,656).

Data relevant to this analysis are_ presented in Table 4.7.

Hispanic families had a median income a little less than.half-

way between that of White and Black families ($12,000). Income

of $9,000 or under was reported by 21% bf the White families,

40% of the Black' families, and 36% of the HispaniC famPlies..

The percentage of White parents reporting family incomes over

$1;,000 (-30%) was approxkmately twice that of Black parents (15%)

and three timesthat of Hispanic parents (9%).

The simultaneous disaggregation of family income

by 'ethnicityand regulatory ,status revealed one exception to'

the White-Hispanic-Black income ranking. ong the users of
I

1 OA
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regulated
V

day care homes, the median incomes of Black and'White

families were approximately equal.; both were between $15,000

and $18,000. White families with higher incomes were most

likely to choose an unregulated home, while higher-income Black

families'tended to Choose a regulated home.*

* Table 4.8 presents a comparison between family

incomes of the parent sample and family incomes of the general

populations sampled by the Census Bureau. For the purpose of

this comparison, the incomes of families in the present sample
r

are represented by ranges of values which contain the actual

median value. Some of the interesting details reflected it
or

Table.4.8 are the following:

o ,According.to Census estimates,' the median family

income of all U.S. two-parent families wip%$17,616

while the median for families headed by single

female's was $7,765. The median income of the .single

parents in the present sample, which%is.in the $6,000

to $9,000 category, is consistent,with the national

median.

o The White parents in the study showed a median

income substantially below the national median'of

$16,740 for White families. The incomes of the

Black and Hispanic parents in the present sample

were somewhat above the incomes of these groups in

the national Census sample, which showed medians of

4-913J
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4.3.2

o

$9,563 and. $11,121, respectively. This difference

is illustrated best by the medians presented in

Table 4.7,

o Two-parent Black families in the samplerepOrted
(

incomes with a median of $13,716. Ithe incomes O"f

Bla k d Hispanic single parents irhe sample

dians above the rational estimates.(

o Aggregation across racial and ethnic.groups reveals

that the -incomes of raspondents.in Los Angeles wete

beldw the melian family incomes for that city) and
r

,those in Philadelphia, were significantly below the

SMSA median for that city.

Source of Family Income

Almost 9d% 9f the families in the ,sample,re-.

ported.that learnings frpm employment were their major source

of income. The distribution of income source by ethnicity is

presented in Table 4.9. , AFDc, WIN, or other welfare programs

were identified as the major source of family income of 5%

of the respondents, and 6% identified otheesources such as

.
child support, alimony, unemployment compensation, or student

'loans as the primary source. Fifteen ofthe 17 families on 1
4

some kdtm of welfare were Black and two were Hispanic.

Of the 17 families who'listed welfare as' their

major income source, ten were usin sponsored homes, four un-

regulated homes, and three regulated hories. Amonglthe 21

4

1 OG
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Sfamilies eportingtmajor income so rtes other than employment

earnings or-welfare, nine were using unregulated homes,.) eight

/
sponsored homes, and four regulated homes .

T

'3.,3. 'Educational "Attainment
,

. z

The frequency'distribdtrions educational'at-

tainment for the sample of responding pars and for a'Oensus,

sample of adults between 2A and. 34 are presented in)T;ble 4.10.

,These distributions aie disaggregated by ethnicity and by reg-.
.

ulatovy status. About. 51% of the responding parents-Ha-it
( I

least same college education, as compared with 44%;of.the national

sample, but the pe centage that had completed college orctaken

post- graduate work Nas less than that in the national sample

(17 versus 24). The, frequencies of individual who had not

complete&high school were roughly equal to thbse in't e Cen-4,\

sus sample._ Th!pesuggests that the sample contains gieater-

than the expected ,number, of college drop-outs or ?individuals

with Associate of Arts, degrees.

mw
When the sample is disaggregated by ethnicity,

the percentages of respondents who have.at least some college

education is,56 for Whites, 53 for. Blackd, and 38 for Hispanics.
7-

Black'and White respondents differed in the percentage who had

completed college nor' done popt-graduate Iork, with 36% of the'

White respondents and 13% of the Black respondents in this

"Category. The educational level reported by the responding
a

Hispanic parents was generally4lower than that of slack or

'10;
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White.rarente, with 30%, 11%, and 9%, respectively, reporting

_leSsthan a high school diploma.
. '

"' There was llttle sysqmatic rdiationshi0 be-

tween use of one type cif family.day care home or aniStheand .

....

As.

N ' educational level, bat',there was a slight tendency for the
r

'users of regOlated homei to report higher /evels of eddcatio

N than the users of the other types of family day care homes. V

Education does-not predict thd choice of one type of home or
4

another.

(4.3.4

0 ,

Parents' Occupations

The parents in the sample were'employed in a

R
wide variety of occupations, with the range of caccbpations ofoccupations,

-

e

their spouses.generally'qreater than that of the resporydents
r

themselves.' Pfobiem*with the set of occupational categciries

used An the instrument for Los Angeles necessitated a revision,

and the categories for the instrument used in Philadelphia

and,San Antonio were selected to conform with those use by

the Bureau of Labor Statiitics in reporting aggregated ,occu-

pational data. As a result, data from the,respective 'phases

cannot 40 compared directly without aggregation into rather -

414

global categories.

la parents participating ,in the study in Los

Angeles were groupec\in the following five categories;
4,

o Upper level profess=ional and managerial employees

(e.0', physicians, lawyers, university professors,

bankers, and executives)

I(J};5))
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a

o Gower level professional and managerial .employees

(e.g., nurses, teachers, social workets, supervisors,
/2

and foremen)

o Skilled tradespersons and laborers ;(e.g., secretaries,

plumbers, tool and dye makers, and other technicians)

o Service and unskilled trades sons and laborers

'(e.g., sales clerks, file clerks, factory woeliers,

and construction workers)

o Students 4

Professi4nal and managerial positions accounted

-for 32% of the respondents' jobs and 40% of the spouites' jobs,

as shown in Table 4.11. Twenty-five peicent of respondents and

a like perceAtage of spouses held lower level professional or

manageial positions. Twenty-nine pei.cent of respondents and

33% of,spouses held positions in skilled ,trades, labor, the arts,

or sales. Among the respondents (women, for the most part); 4

the modal pos

'" 37 %, while mil

type was service and. unskilled trades, with

% of the spouses' jobs fell into this cate

gory. Althbug*the data presented in thd table are not dis-

aggiegated by et nicity, 'supplementary analyses show that the

high frequency o'f service and unskilled labor jobs among the

respondents is attributable to the Black 40 Hispanic respond- it

ents.

In the instrument used in.Philadelphillird San

/
(-)

Antonio; 15 occupational categories were offered but only 12

of.them we*e actpally represented among, the responsei of the

parents. These were:

P

10
4 -13`'
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o Prpfespional

o Manager

o Cleriec worker K

o 'Salesperson

o Craftsman

o Equipment operator

e% o. Transportation worker

o Laborer

k

o Service worker

o Household worker

o Volunteer

o Other

* As shown in Table 4.12, 29% of the respondents

worked at professional.or managerial positions while 48% classi-

fied their job as clerical. Nine percent were service workers; *z-

.6% were in sales; and the remaining 8% were spread over a

variety of categories. Among the spouses? those holding pro-

feisional and managerial positions accounted for 37% of the,

sample; 22% were laborers; clerical and service workers re-

presented 10% each; and those working in transportation and

sales represented 7% and 6%, respectively. The positions of
r

the spouses were more diverse than those of the respondents,

as in Los Angeaes.

In Table 4.13, the occupational categories-were

reaggregated so that the,data from Los Angeles could be compared

with the data from Philadelphia and San Antonio and. overall

A
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statisti60-,Could be deVe oped. Twice 'the proportion of respond-

ents from Philadelphia and San Antonio. had positions in skilled

trades, lib9r, arts, and sales as had respondents in Los Angeles

(58% versus 2,941) and the proportion of\service and unskilled
,

labor position*in Philadelphia and San Antonio was about a third

of that it4 Los Angeles (134 versus 37%). Among the spouses, how-
.

_ 0
ever, no such significant difference appeared.

4.3.5 Residence Type and Residential Stability/
Mobilfty' 0

e

About half of *the families in the sample rented

.their homes. White families%tened to own their homes pore

frequently thin amilieg in other ethnic categories. Only 23

-(7%) of the Omilies contacted lived in public housing, and,
:

of these, only one lived in Los Angeles.

Residelitil stability is a family and parental

characteristic which maybe related to the duration of a fami-
-,

ly day care, arrangement and to other aspects of care. The

distribution'of the number of years' respondents had lived in

the same home, the same neighborhood, and the same city are

preSentedin Table 4.14. As might be expected, the respon-

. dents had lived in the same city for a longer period of time

than they had/ lived in their neighborhood, and, similarly,

they tended to have lived in the same neighborhood for longer

than they had lived in their home. Overall, the median dura-
.

tion of residence in the same home was two years any eight
, .11

O

Ts ;
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months, but the median time in the neighborhood was four years

and one month. Ovet 50% of the respondents' had lived in the .

. (

same city for over 15 years'.'

The approximate median number of years respon-

dents had lived in,the same home, for combinations of ethnicity

and regulatory status by study'phase, is presented'iniXable 4.15.

The statistics in this table stow that there is an overall ten-

dency for the Los Angeles sample to have lived in'the same home

longer than the respondents in Philadelphia and San Ahtonio had.

There seem to be no direct.effects of ethnicity on residential

stability defined im this way, but there is 'a slight tendency

for users of nonsponsored (regulated or unregulated) care to

have higher residential stability.

4.4 Summary

Based on the responses of parents. to demographic

questions on the survey instrument, we can draw the following

,conclusions regarding the sample of families using family day

care homes:
.

o Although a majority of the families included.

boOparents, the proportion of single- parent

families in the sample was more eh an double

-that of the American populations Almost half

of the Black famflies included only one parent.

o Single parents were twice as likely to use a

sponsored home as married' parents and almost

three times'ap likely if they were Black.

4-164 112
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o The number of children im the sample families

wag somewhat less, on thl average, than 'the num-
,

ber in 'the atypical" American family. Fewer than

one sample family.in five included more than

two children. This difference may reflect a ten-

dency for mothers with more children to stay

at home and cafe for them, rather than be em-

ployed.

The majority of the responding parents were

between 25 and 35 years old, and most of the

children in family day care were under three.

This finding is consistent with earlier reports

that parents tend to chooge'family day care for

yqpnger children anditenter-based care for

older preschoolers.

o Over the whole sample, the median family income

was $1216653, which is 20% below the median ror

all American families: Substantial differences

were found between the incomes of families in

the three ethnic groups, with Whites highest,

followed by Hispanics and Blacks.

o Arlien the incomes of the respective ethnic groups

inthe s e compared to the national sta-

tistic4 for those groups, the sample of Whites

is found* to have a lower median income than the

L

1.13-
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national median4 while the -81a and Hispana

families' incomes closely.matc the national

medians for their groups.'

o The users of spOnsored,day c re homes generally

had lower family incomes than the users of non-

.. sponsored (regulated or unregulated) homes.

o *long famities using non-sponsored homes, there

was- no overall connection between family inco0.!

and the choice of regulated or unregdlated day

Cic.e homes. Among Whites, however, higher income

tended to be associated with 'Unregulated homes,
.

while among Blacks, higher income was associated .

with,regUlated homes.

o The vast majority of parents in the sample .

(-reported that ear nine from employment were

4 their family's major 0ource of income. One

family in twenty received primarysuRport from

a welfare program; the focus children of over

half- the families werelim a sponsored family

daycare home. However, four families out of

five using sponsored care reported that emplo

menb was their major income source.

o ,Comparisoffs of the, educational attainment of

the parents in'the sample to national statis-

tics yield mixed results. A higher'percentage

z rt
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of the respondents had complet gh school. !

than that reported for the national population,

but a'lower)percentaqe,had completed college:

o The educational attainment of Black and White

,parents in the sample did not differ, but both

had received more education than gispanic r

parents.

o Over the total sample half the respondents

(mothers, usually) were employed in skilled

trades, sales, or arts, and, in Philadelphia

and San Anton*half the responding parents

were clerical workers. The occupations of

the respondents' spouses covered the full
A

range of categories,. with piofessional occu-

pations being more heavily (epesented than

any others.

0

o About.halE of the families in the sample.rented
41,

their homes. White families tended to on 'heir

homes more frequently than families in other.

'ethnic categories.

o -Only 23 (7%) of the families 'contacted lived

4n public housing, and, Of these, only one

lived inLos Angeles.

o More than,half the paients had lived in the

save city for over 15 years. Overall, the

typical fTnily had lived in the same home

for almost three yea45s.

A.
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Table 4.1: MARITAL STATUS,OF ItFSFONDENTS

J TOTAL SA,MPL'E

4-

N=348

MARITAL STATUS
$

Frequency
. .

Percent

Married 198 57

_
Divorced ,

:

i 13

Separated, 42 12

Single 42 12
.

liformally married, A
14 1'

Widowed 7 ) 2
. /

. .

348 100
. . ,

/

1
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Table 4.2: FAMILIES USING TYPES OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES BY
ETHNIOttY AND MARITAL STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE

b

, s

N=338

MARITAL
STATUS

REGULATORY
STATUS

, ETHNICITY

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

Married* Sponsored 20 (49%) .11 (27%) 10 (24%) 41
(20%) (19%) (20%) (20%)

Regulated 38 (45%) 28 (33%) 18 (22%) 84
(39%) (48%) (36%) (41%)

Unregulated 40, (48%)
(4'1%)

19 (24%)
(33%)

22 (27%)
(44%)

81
(39%)

TOTAL*** 98 (48%) 58 (28%) 50 (24%) 206

1 (65%) (51%) (68%) (61%)

Single** Sponsored 17 (29%) 30 (51%) 12 (20%) , 59
(33%) (54%) (50%) (45%)

, Regulated 22 (60%)
(42%)

i
9 (24%)

(16%)
6 (16%)

(25%)

.,
37
(28%)

Unregulated X13 (36%) 17 (47%) 6 (179) 36
(25%) (30%) (25%) (27%)

TOTAL*** 52 (39%) 56 (43%) 240(10%) . 132
(35%) (49%) (32%) (39%)

1

TOTAL SAMPLE, . 150 (44%) 114 (34%) 74 (22%) 3$8

. .

*Married or informally married-
**Single, widowed, divoiced, separated
***Column percentages for the "total" rows of.the married and single groups are
tfesed on the totals- in the TotallSaMple row.

it
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Table 4.3: NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN RESPONDENT FAMILIES
COMPARED TO NUMBER-IN NATIONAL

CENSUS SAMPLE OF FAMILTES

NUMBER OF
. CHILDREN

IN FAMAX*

TOTAL SAMPLE

RESPONDENT FAMILIES

Percentage

N = 322

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

PERCENTAGE*

2

45

3?

4 or mo 7

37

35,

17

11

TOTAL

Median 1.64 1.87

*Excludes children 18 and over
IP* Based on Census Bureau's Current Population Survey, 1877
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Table 4.4: AGES OF FOCUS CHILDREN IN i
* ,

FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES

a.

.

TOTAL SAMPLE
.,_

N-;297

r--

4

AGE (Years): CHILDREN IN AGE GROUPS
,

Frequency Percentage

Under 1

w

6

t i

2

1 to 2 77 26

4
2 to .3 ,

89 30

.3 to 4 56 1/.9

I

4 to 6 54 18

Over 6 15 5
7..

of

.i.

1

TOTAL 297 100

* .

Median 14e: .2 yrs., 9 mos.

1.,U

,
1

4..
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Table 4.5: DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME
i

k A/ TOTAL SAMPLE

e

INCOME* Frequency . , \
r

Under $6
t

is-A3

45

49

.

$9 - 12 52

*$12 - 15 46 #

$15 - 18
I-

30:

$18 - 21 26

Over $21 64

TOTAL ' 312,

Midiam $12,653
. ,.

N = 312

Percent

14

16

V

17

15

10

8

20

los.

* Income stated in thousands

(

..t

V

I
t

_I
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Table 4.6: ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE

ANNUAL
INCOME* .Sponsored

Under $6

$6 -

$12 -.15

25 (56%)

(27, %)

r

23 (47%)

(24%)

22 (42%)

(24%)

(15%)

(8%)

$15 -18 5 (17%)

(5%)

$18 - 21 3 (12%)

(3%)

Over 21 7 (11k)

(8%)

TOTAL 92 (29%)

Median: $8,736

S.

N = 312

REGULATORY STATUS

Regulated nregulated TOTAL

9 (20%)

(8%)

14 (29%)

(12%)

20 (44%)

(18%)

14 (46%)

(12%)

11 (42%)

(10%)'

30 (47%)

(27%)

19 (41%)

(18%)

11 (37%)

(109{A7

12 (46%)

(11%)

27 (42%)

(25%)

45

(14%) -

49

(16%)

52

(17%)

46

(15%)

30'

(10%)

26

(8%)

64

(20%)

112 (36%) .
108 (35%). 312

$14,849 $14,371 $12,653

*Income stated in thousands.
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Table 4.7: ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BY ETHNICITY

,TOTAL-BkMPLB

s.NN = 302

ANNUAL
INCOME*

ETHNICITY

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

Under $6 8 (18%) 25 (55%) 12 (27%) 45

(6%) (25%) (18%) (15%)

- $6 - 9 20 (44Z)/.' 1 (30%) . 12 (26%) -46

(15%) (14%) (18%) (15%)

$9 -12 22 (44%) 191(3896) 9 (18%) 50

(16%) (19%) (14%) (17%)

$12 - -15 21 (48.%), 11 (26%) 11,06%) _ 43

(15%) (11%) (17%) (14%)

$15 -18 12 (40%) .1 (37%) 7 (23%) 30

(996) (11%) (10%) . (10%)

k- $18 - 21 13 (50%) 4(15 %) 9 (34%) 26

(9%) (4%) (14%) (9%)

Over $21 41 (66%) 15 (24%) 6 (A%) 62

t.
..(30%) (15%) (9%). 4 (20%)

-1-TOTAL 137 (45%) 99 (33%) 66 (2240 302

r

Medians ,617 $10,656 $12,000 $12,695

Income stated in thousands.

1 02
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Table 4.8: MEDIAN ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME:

TOTAL SAMPLE vs. NATIONAL SAMPLE

N=3Ii

141

CATEGORY .

All Families*

White-
Black
Hispanic

All Husband-Wife Families*

White
, Black

Hispanic

All Female- Headed Families*

White
Black
Hispanic

Study Sites***

Los Angeles
Philadelphia
San Antonio

Census
Median
Income*

ft

$16,009

16,740
9,563

11,421

17,616

17,916
13,716
13,063

Parent Sample
Mediin Income

N555

7,765

8,799
5,598
5,454

15,9$1
17,014

X12,000- 15,00 302

12,000 - 15,000
9,000-12,000
9,000 - 12,000

137
99
66

15,000-18,000 185

18,000-21,000 89
15,000-18,000 51
12,000-15,000 45

6,000-9,000 117

9,000-12,000
6,000-9,000
6,000-9,000

48
48
21

312

12,000-15,000 100
9,000- 12,000 -105

12,000-15,000 107
)

*From Bureau of the Census, Population Profile of the United States: 1978
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), current for
1977.

" Current median income estimate not available for San Antonio.

***Number of cases in the present sample on which median incomes were
based. Report of median incomes includes 10 families who reported
ethnicities other than Black, White, and Hispanic.

ca''



Table 4.9: PRIMARY SOUkCE OF INCOME BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 338

PRIMARY
INCOME
SOURCE

Employment

Welfare

Other

TOTAL

ETHNICITY

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

142 (47%) 91 (30%) 67 (22%) 300

(95 %) (80%) (90%) (89%)

0 15 (88%) 2(12 %) . 17

(13%) (3%) (5%)

8 (38%) 8 (38%) 5 (24%) 21

(5%) (7%) (7%) (6%)

150 (44%) 114 (34%) 74 (22%) 338

t

4
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Table 4.10: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING LEVELS OP EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENT BY ETHNICITY AND BY HOME REGULATORY STATUS

WITH NATIONAL CENSUS COMPARATIVE DATA

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 338, 348

SAMPLE

IIIWIEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

TOTALEight Years
or leas,

Some High
School

High Sch. or
Trade Sch.

Some Coll./
Tech. Sch.

College
Degree

Post-
Graduate

White 0 (0%) 13. (9%) 52 (35%) 46 (30%) 17 (11%) 22 (15%) 150
(0 %) (36%) (45%) (39%) (63%) (73%) (44%)

Black 1 (1%) 11(10%) 41 136%) 46 (40%) 7 (6%) 8 (7%) 114 *

(9%) (31%) ,(3596) (39%) (26%) (27%) (34%)

Hispanic 10:(11f%) '12 (16%) 23 (31%) 26 (35%) 3 (4%) 0 (0%) 74
(91%) (33%) (20%) (22%) (11%) (0%) (22%)

TOTAL 11 (3%) , 36 (11%) 116 (34%) 118 (35%) 27 (8%) 30 (9%) $ 888*

Sponsored 2 (2 %) 12 (12%) 41(38%) 33 (32%) 8 (8%) 8 (8%) 4(18%) . (33%) ' (32 %). , (27%) (29%) (27%)
T1 ." i

Regulated 4,(3. %% )V fi (7%) 43 (34%) 44 (35% 13 (11%) 13 (10%) 126
(36%) (24%) (35%) (37%) (46%) (43%) (36%)

Unregulated 5 (4%). 16 (13%) 40 (33%) 43 (36%) 7 (6 %) 9 (8%) 120
(46%)

, -
(43%) (33%) (36%) (25%) (30%)/- (35%)

TOTAL '11 ($ %) 37 (Il%) 122 (359(6) 120 (34%) 28 (8%) 30 (9%) 348

National
25 - 34** 5%, 11%

_

40% 20% 24% for aggregate 32,284

*Due to other ethrtic groups, the number of eases in' this analysis is no,,t equal to the number of
respondent# for whom an educational level was reported.
**Based on Cents Survey of 32,284 persons aged 25% to 34 conducted in 1977.
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Table 4.11: PARENT' OCCUPATIONS

LOS ANGELES

bcbUPAT1ON
RESPONDENT

Frequency Percentage Frequency

SPO

Upper lev4lprofes-
sional/managerial

v

Lower level profes-
sionallmanagcrial

Skilled trades and
laborers, artists
sales

Service And unskilled
trades

Students

7

25

29

37

2

to.

7

25

29

,37

2

7

15

20

16

2

TOTAL 100



Table 4.12: PARENT OCCUPATIONS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234,136

OCCUPATION

RESPONDENT SPO USE

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Professional

Manager

Clerical n)riter

Salesperson

Craftsman

Equipment Operator

Transportation Wacker
7

Laborer

Service Worker

Household Worker

-J.

54

14

113

14

7

2

0

7

21

23

6

3

1

0

3

9

1

40

11

13

9

30

13

TOTAL .234 100 136

I

29

8

10

6

4

4

7

10

100

a
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Table 4.13: PARENT OCGUPATIONS BY SITE

. ,

TOTAL SAMPLE

N F. 334, 196

OCCUPATIONAL
CATEGORY

Philadelphia
and

" San Antonio /TOTAL

R* 55* R* S**.y R* s**

1)
Professional/Managerial 32 22 68 51 100 73

(32%) 37%) (20%) (37%) (30%) (37%)

....

Skilled trades; skilled 29 20 136 42 165 62

labor, artists and (29%) (33%) (58%) (31%) '(4996) (32%)

salespersons ,

Service and Unskilled 37 16 30 43 67 59

labor and trades ' (37%) (27 %) (13%) (32%) (20%) (30%)

Students 2 , 2 0 0 . 2 2

,

..0

(2%) (3%) (0%) (0%) (1%) (1%)

TOTAL 100 60 234 136 334 196

Respondent
**Spouse

is
*

4 .

1,2 n

N.



Table 4.14: RESIDENTIAL STABIJITY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENT FREQUENCY
DISTRIBUTION OF TIME 111 AOME, IN. NEIGHBORHOOD AND IN CITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 348

NUMBER OF
YEARS/MONVIS

/
.10

IN SAME HOME
IN SAME s

NEI2HBORHOOD

.

IN SAME CITY

Freq. Pere. Freq. Pere. Freq. "ere.
4

Less than 1 :77

c

22 55 16 20

1 to 1/11 60 17 41
,

12 13 4

,

2 to 2/11 4
1

55
.

16. 45 13 11 3

/
70 20 58 17_4 28 8/0

5 or 6 34 10
4

43 12
0

18 5

7 to 10 30 9 41 12 40 11

-.,..,, .

. 11 to 15 9 3 19 5 27 8

Over15 11 . 3 45 -- 13 191 55

TOTAL 346 100 347 100 348 100

a.
1

Median 2 years - '13 months 4 years -1 month Over 15 years
*

12J



Table 4.15: RESIDENTIAL STABILITY: MEDIAN NUMBER OP YEARS IN PRESENT HOME,

TOTAL SAMPLE BY ETHNICITY AND REGULATORY STATUS f

I : :

ETHNICITY

_

LOS ANGELES

REGULATORY STATUS

.

Spqnsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

White 3.1 yrs. 4.7 yrs. 2.5 yrs.\ (12) (15) -114) .(41)

Black 1 3.1 yrs. 2.3 yrs. 4.0 yrs. ....--
. ''..

(11) (11) (7) (29)

Hispanic 1.8 yrs.
(12)

4.1 yrs.
(12)

2.8 yrs.
(11) < -(35)

1

TOTAL (35) (38) (32) (105)

ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

REGULATORY STATUS

Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

White

Black

Hispanic

1 yrs.
(26)

2
(28)

, 1
(11)

2.yrs.
(39)

3

-7-

3
(19)

_
.

2 yrs. .
-(40) . .
`../

(29)
1

2 .

(16)

(105)

(83)

.,

(46)

.
TOTAL

.

(65) . (84) (85) (234)

STUDY
__NDEFAL (100)

.

(122) (117) (339) -
.

.

*Numbers in parentheses are nusmber of cases or which medians are completed.
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chapter 5.0 '

. 47

PARENTAL NEEDS AND REFERENCES FpR CARE

5.1 Introduction

Understanding the strengths and limityions of-

family day tare, as perceived by the consumer, is important .

far those concerned'with child care policy., Policy direction

may take the jorm of providing information to help consumers

assess their own requiremepts, the needs of their children,

and the qualifications and services of prospectf4e day care

providers. But major factors influencing parents' child care

decisions may well be beyond the purview of federal and state

regulation. As Emlen ccincluded5,"for both caregiver and the care

user-it (i.e.rofamilyday care) is an adaptation of family life"

(Emlen, Donoghuer-and LaForge, 1971, p. 169).

As such, the caregiver becomes an extension of

the child's own family--a surrogate parent assisting natural

,parents with the task of childrearing. Thus providers and

users have to achieve-a subtle balance,that assures successful

interaction for the well-being of the child. Plograms developed

in support offamily day care must be based on a recognition

of the role'of both parents and providers in the maintenance

of stable child care arrangements. Heretoforeaost interven-

tibq efforts havedfdcused ocaregiverb. Because of the in-

formal nature of family day care, and the fact that the parent/



caregiver relationship is central to its stability, support

prqgrams must focus on improving judgments, activities, and

communication processes.

Family day care is not only a childrearing envi-

ronment, but it is a business arrangement as well. The contract

must meet the parent's needs for dependable care, at a reasonable

cost, for the required hours and days. Parents, then, have to

make very practical decisions based on their employment require-

mtntsand family uations. Consumers have to view their pro-
.

spective arrangemen frOm several perspectives. Policy-makers

and those responsible for developing programs in'support of

family -day care must also.

The data presented in Chapter 5.0 willassist

in the understanding of motivation, the priorities parents

establish, and the means by which parents choose their care and

their providers. This"chapter essentially explores four basic

questions:

o Why do parents need child care'in the first place?

o Why do consumers choose fattly day care? Is it

their preference over other types ofecare?

o Why do parents select their particular caregivers?

o By what means do they locate and assess care-

givers?

The data cat' inform important policy decitions. For

example:

1
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o What assistance do consumers need to locate care-
,

givers who meet their requirements?

o What are the effects of regulating family'day

care? Is regulation a selection factor? Does

it enhance any characteristics of the home or

caregiver that represent priorities to parents?

o How do parents assess caregiver qualifications?

What is of primary importance to them?, How

can these concerns be incorporated in special

support programs?

o Given parents' preferences for forms of child

care other than family day care, is it feasible

for the government to.deelop additional day

care programs, or to enhance the quality of

services in family day care?

The notes following this chapter compare NDCHS

data with that obtained from the 1975 National Child Care Con-

sumer Study. The data fronithis 1atter study are available

through ERIC.

5.2 Parental Need for Care

Eighty-six percent-of the study sample reported

that their principal reason'for using child care was to remain
1

in the labor force (Table say. Zer slack parents (77%)
0

needed child care to work than did White (94%) or Hispanic

(88%) parents. *Seventy-eight percent of all parents using

1 335-3



sponsored care cited work as the reason for their_child care

requirement. Fewer than 10% needed child care to attend

school or to participate in a training program. Other reasons

included a desire "to get away from the children for a w

or "to teach my child to get along with other children. ow-

ever, for parents in this sample, these reasons yer learly

secondary to the need to work.
4

5.1 Reaso /for Choosing Family- Day Care

All parents participating in the studyorespohded

to open-ended questions designed to obtain their principal rea-,

sons for selecting family day care as opposed to some other

kind of care. The data from Los Angeles were not merged with

responses from Philadelphia and San Antonio because of refine-

mqnts in code categories.

In Philadelphia and San Antonio, 9511 of the par-

ents used family day care exclusively, while 5% (13 families)

-' used one or. more other arrangements as well. Table 5.2 presents-

the main reasons for,selecting family day care among those par-

ents using homes exclusively. Cost (19%), special attention for

the child (18%), and unavailability'of center care (18%) were

cited by 118 respondents (52%). Ten percent chose home family

carer for convenience,,including three parents who were specifi-

cally concerned that day care center hours were not compatible

with their work schedules. Nine percent stated that family day

care was the only type of care'available to them.

5-4



In Los Angeles, a sub-salliple of 64 parents re-

tponded to a question that explored their reasons for selecting

family day care over other available options. The data given

in Table 5.3 indiCate that parent-centered reasons (36%) and

child- centered reasons (28%) were major factors for choosing

' family day care. Seventeen percent
A
of the respondents stated

that family day, care was their only availible choice, while 17%

based their choice on characteristics of the care given.

Table 5.4 combines the responses of parents'in

Los Angeles with those of parents in Philadelphia and San

Antonio which were readily interpreted as parent-centered,

child-centered, situational (invOlving situations over whiqh

the parent had nn control), and caregiyer-centered. Fifty-eight

percent of the parents stated that their own needs (31%) or

those of their children (27%) determined their choibe of faMily

day care. Cost issues were critical to 17% of those.parents

responding. Of those who indiCated child-centered reasons, 14% ,

petceived that the family day care envAnment ensured special

attention for the child. The situational reasons are revealing.

A substantial percentage of the parents citing external reasons

had n9 other day care choice available; 14% clearly would have

'preferred center care. A comparison of parent day care prefer-

ences with the day care actually used is described in Section

5.7.-Nine parents apparentlyselegted family day care because

an agency or social worker referred the caregiver to them.
ot,

5



Of the sample responding, 7%-focused on care--

giver characteristics as their principal reason for selecting

family day, .care.' These rqgcsons for selecting family day care

can'be*interpreted as child-centered. Parents were most probably
,

saying that "becaus4 my caregiver is a relative, or becausellmy

caregiver `is experienced, my child will receive a level of dare

that satisfies me."

Forty-one percent of the parents reported that,

at the time they were making their choices, they seriously, con--
. , 4

sidered other day care arrangements (Table 5.5). Of, thoee who
;Pc*

did consider altdrnat,ive day care, nearly half (49%) were White,

and 55% had at least some college educati able 5.6). Most

had serious"( considered and then Tejected ntev-babed care..

The iMost frequent reasons cited were thaf the child was ,too young
..

for a large group
.

of children, that center care was too expensive,

that there were no slots available. The verbatim remark tA

two respondents may reflect the attitudes of many parents in the
r-

t.
sample. One parent,in Sariolintonio said:

It's cheaper to' have someone take care
of the child in their home--home care iS
better than a center and it's very diffi-
cult to,find someone to come into :home.

In, Phlladelphja, another parent stated:

-1101 that having someone come
,- into my hoAe was too expensive. Also

ithe caregiver is only-.two 'doors
so that is very convenient. - care
Centers are too large and my child
would get lost and not enough atten-
tion could be given.

5-6
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5.4 Influence of Work Schedule on Selection
of Care

4

One of the character/stiles of family day Care

that make it convenient for parents is its flexibility in re-
.

sponse to varying, work schedules. While,most respondents (85%)

worked standard day-time hours, a sizable minority (13%1,either

worked gt night or had rotating-or variable work sctedules,

suggesting a need for flexible child care arra ements (Table

2.
5.7A). Twenty -one of these 41 parents resided i Los Angeles.

Table 5.78 indicates that a greater proportion of

White respondents (16%) worked evenings or variable Or rotating

schedules than Black (10%) or Hispanic (10%)'respondents. Of

the 41 parents working on unusual schedules, 17 used -unregulated

care (Table 5.1:I),' 13 selected regulated carel.and the remaining'

families (11) with unusual woreschedules placed their children

in sponsored day care homes. el

5.5 Reasons Parents Selected the Particular
Family Day Care Home

As the,previous discussion suggests; parents were

concerned'that'their family-day-care arrangements satisfy their

own regUirements as well as their expectations fottheir children.

becomes-important, then, td attempt to understand how parents
-

made assessments that the home would be suitable. The interview

instruments werd designed to- approach this issue in several ways:

o Parentfi'were asked to indicate -the main pe bons

they chose their caregiver instead of someone else.

.* 137
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o The interview determined the ways iniwhich

parents found their caregiver.

o The content of parent /caregiver communica-

tiot prior to finalizing the arrangement was

explored to determine its significance to

parents making assessments.

5.5.1 Reasons Parents Selected Their Caregivers

Table 5.'9 summarizes data from 196 of 243 usable

responses of parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio explaining

the reasons for selecting their caregiver.' Nineteen percent

reported that the caregiver's personality was a major factor;

15% liked the convenient location of the day care home; 12%

had received referrals from other persons (excluding agencies);

and for 11% the caregiver, was a relative. The remaining par-
,

ents cited the caregiver's availibility (8% he caregiver's

teachirls skill (8%), the caregiver's experience (7%), and the

caregiver's relationship to-the parent as a'friendkor neighbor
. ,

(7%). In Los Angeles, 61% of the parens based their selection
a .

on qualities of the caregiver while 22% cited such parqnt-cen-

tered reasons as cost, location, and flexibility. (Table 5.10).

Table 5.11 presents responses from Philadelphia

and'San Antonio organized to depict caregiver-centered,

parent-centered, situational, and child-centered reasons for
4

selecting the caregiyer. When the data from both phses are

aggregated and categorized (Table 5.12), it is clear that the

133
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majority,of parents in the sample (64%) considered the care-

.

giver% characteristics among the most important factors when

making a home selection. Eighteen percent considered such

factbrs as convenient location, flexibYe, hours, and cost,

Among the other respondents, 11% chose their caregivers on the

.basis of a referral, and 10% made the choice because the care-

giver was a relative. Seven percent' of the sample responding

reported that no other option had been avai3Oble.

It appears that when parents were deciding appro-

priate day,cae settings, such factors as cost, convenience, and

location--the parent-centered reasons--were key considerations.

Once pareonts decided to chodse family day care, the determining

4 g.
fy ,

factor in Selecting a home focused on thie characteristics of the

.. fa. e : ''k .
.caregivee. parekt,ks seemed concerned that their caregivers be

able to mett the needs o-f their children, as well as their own

'":4 ,

need fot,' .,they repeatedly phrased it,, "re'iable, dependable"

. ' 3 i . 4; ?
.-,

care. The parents' perception of the caregiyer's dependability

4
is treated in Chapter 6.0.

0

5.5.2 Information Sources for Locating Caregivers.

Forty- four" percent of the iesponde.9As in Los

Angeles reported that they used personal sources of information

to locate their current providers.V5 Thirty peicSnt relied on va.

s or, neighbors, and'14% asked relatiYes (Table 5.13).

percent sought referrals from Information and - Referral
A

nters which operatein Los Angeles to assist consumers. Only
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7% resorted to advertisements and an equal - percentage were

referred by aisponsoring_agency. Asked how they would proceed

if they had to make future arrangements, 21% reported that

they would ask friends or neighbors for a referral, and fewer

(6%) reported that they would rely on relatives. Approximately

17% Would use Information and Referral Centers. Fourteen

percerit would seek referrals from' sponsoring agencies. Only

one respondent had sought assistance from the licensing agency,

and only 5 'crthey would seek help there if another arrange-

ment beca nece in the future.

The majority of parents in Los Angeles apparently

recognized a need for assistance in locating suitable child

care. Ninety-one percent of the parents said they Would welcome

assistance from a child care referral service, and 90% would

use information on childrearing were it available to them.

Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio also

relied on assistance from personal sources to locate their care-

givers (Table 5.14). Thirty-two percent asked friends or neighbors,

for referrals; 13% sought help from relatives; 6% used their

relatives as caregivers; and 11% found friends or neighbOrs to

care for.their children. Fifteen percent said they Drew upon

advertisements and 16% said they drew.upon referrals from a

-Ak

sponsoring agency.
7

'When seeking future caregivers, _59% of responderit's

in Philadelphia and San Antonio indicated. that they would draw

upon a persoliil source; A slightly higher percentage (37%) would

1'j(j
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use referrals from friends or neighbors for new arrangements.

Fewer, however, indicated they would seek referralSfrom rela-

tives (10%). Those who would use advertisements for making futute

arrangements increased sharply-to. 39%. Twenty-seven percent

reported that they would rely on advertisements by caregivers,

A
up from 11 ; 12% stated they would advertise themselves, up

from 4%.

In summary, the majority of parents in-the total

sample tapped persona), sources when seeking caregivers, and

would do so again. A significant number of parents, in Philadel-

phia and San Antonio, liocomer, ,felt advertisements were effective,

particularly advertisementsircim the caregivers.

5.5.3 Parent Communication With Prospective
Caregivers

In Philadelphia and San Antonio, parents responded

to tour questions that explored the, content of discussions with

the caregivers before the daregiving arrangement was initiated.
co,

It was important to determine the specific information parents

wanted from caregivers about themselves and the services avail-
(

1004.-4.11
a in the home.2In addition, -two questions explored in- forma-

tion that caregivers had volunteered in their initial discussions.

Table 5.15 reflects responses, to the question, "Before your

caregiver started taking care of your child, what kinds of

things did you ask her/him about heiself/himself?" Table 5.16

A identifies information caregivers volunteered 6bout themselves.

Table 5.17 identifies the concerns of parents about services
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in responde to the questions, "What kinds of things did you

ask the caregiver about the family day care services he/she

provides?" Finally, Table 5.18 identifies information care-

givers volunteeied about the services they provided.

An examination of the data'from this series of

four tables reveals that the fewest questions--only 222- -were

addressed by the parents to the caregivers about themselves.

This low figure can be contrasted with the frequency of items

of information caregivers volunteered about themselves (348),
7

the frequency of 'questions parents asked about the services

caregivers provided (509), and he frequency of itemsiof in-

formation volunteered by caregivers' about their services (726).

A striking' percentage of parents (36%) apparently preferred to

request inform pion about the caregiver from a social worker

or agency, rather than to ask the caregiver directly (Table,5.15).

Only 20% of the parents asked the potential provider about her

caregiving experience, 11% inqpired about childrearing philosophy,

and 10% asked about family members. Caregivers, according to

32%.of the parents, talked most tften about their experience;
21,

28% of caregivers mentionefi),faraily members; and 9% of care-

givers talked about their childrearing philosophy to the par-

ents. Th'e data suggests that caregivers, as perceived by parents,
I

volunteered information more readily than the parents requested

it. Caregiving experience was more impdrtant to laoth than

either training or education. This priority was also evident whdn

interview items concerning parents' preferences reg ing care-
,

. 5-12 149



giver qualifications were analyzed'(See Chapter 6.0, Section

6.2.4). The substantial use of personal resources to find

caregivers suggests that parents who relied on friends or neigh-
)

bora knew more about the potential.caregivers, and therefore had

-few questions to ask in the initial interview.

Parents and caregivers talked most about services

.proCrided in the home, as indicated on Tables 5.17 and 5.18. Nu-

tritioriAl practices in the home were discussed most frequently.

35% of the parents asked questions about this aspect of the

care,-and 53%, of the caregivers'volunteered information. (Pat-

ents' perceptions and satisfaction with food served to their

children. are discussed in Chapter 6.0). In order of priority,

parents asked questions about hours of care (25%)-rrthe child's

schedule (20%), cost and payment arrangement (19%), group size

and age mix (18%), recreation and'play activities (14%), and

supervision in the home (12%). CaregiiIers had essentially

the same priorities. However, after nutrition, they most

'frequently talked about recreation, play, and'hours of-care,

as reported by 25% 6f the,pa4rents (Table 5.184. Regulation

of the home was not apparently of fundamental importance; feW

caregivers mentioned this issue (5%) and fewer parents-inquired

aboutit (3%).
)

In'aummaryprents chose family day care for

very practical reasons, and particularly focused on the.care-
.

giver!s capabilities when they selected the particular family

day care.home.4- A substantial nuiber of parents preferredto
N
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rely on
.

friends, neighbors, and relatives to locate caregivers,

but would 'L (ye welcomed assistance from information nd re-

ferral services., Patents grierally assessed their prospective

caregiver and assured themselves through conversation9 that the

prospective caregiver-was indeed capable-of meeting the Peeds

of their child for nutrition and appropriate play and social

interaction. The data also reflects the working parents' need

to find a caregiver who would be available for the required

hours and days at a price they could afford.,

The actual words of parents present their rea-

sons for choosing their caregivers more eloquently than do

masses of data:

Best choice. Mrs.
is more motherly; already, had 5
children of her own and she was
very dependable.

In the words of a parent using an unregulated

home in Philadelphia:

She was well recommended; her
name came up over and over.

Finally, from the user'df a regulated-home

4

in San Antonio:

.1 feel Mrs.. provides
adequate day care. Good child
care in San Antonio is very
limited. [She feeds children
well, good safety.],(Main reason
in brackets.)

5.5.4 Tradeliff Decisions in Choosing "Caregiver

On what,
114

issues were parents willing to ,compro-
'

-seise, once they determined thaircaregiuori met their basic yi

1/14
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initial. expectations? In all sites, parents responded to a

.
question asking about aspects of the home they may not have

liked at first; interviewers recorded their verbatim responses.

. Table 5.19 summarizes data from the Los-Angeles 'sample: Sixty-

two percent of the parents had no reservations at the time

they made their arrangement. However, 5% indicated they did
ti

not like the facility, 4% said the fees,were.too high, and I%

indicated they didn't like the location. A total of 23 parents

reported concerns that were not included in the code categories.

These verbatim responses appear on Table 5-.20, grouped by reg-

ulatory status'of the home: The presence of pets in the care-
4. .

giver's h6me was a concern for six respondents. The remaining

responses vary. A few,, howver, appear to represent the-presence,

of serious compromises, suggesting that parents may not have

had available alternatived-and therefore had to accept, for

example, deficient supervision, questionable nutrition, and

crowded households.

In Philadelphia and San Antonio, 44 of 235 re-

spondents (19%) indicated that they had selected their current

caregiver despite initial concerns. For the entire sample of .

340 parents responding, 25% reported tra0e-off decisions in the

selection `of their caregivers - -a significant proportion of the

sample.

.ft

1
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5.6 Previous Child Care Arrangements

Several questions explored the type of day care

parents used prior t? the current arrangement, the duration

of the care, and the reasons for terminating2it.

Of 345 respondents, 55% reported using day care

for the focus child (Table,5.21). A higher propor4on of par-

ents using sponsored homes (64%) had used previous ca, arrange-

ments than those using regulated (55%) or unregulated are (47%),

The experience of the ethnic groups differed significantly

(Tabf 5.22)% A lower peraentage of Black families (36%) had

had earlier day care arrangements than had either White (59%)

or Hispanic (71%) families. That previous arrangements had been,

used by a higher proportion of Hispanic families may be related

to the instability of services and living conditions un-

documented persods.* In fact, Hispanic activists in Los Angeles

stressed the need for more stable day care services.

'NTable 5.23 indicates that 64% of the parent

reported'using family day care as the last arrangement pre-:
4

ceding the current one. 'Twenty-three perce ,pt had-used'in--

home care and 12% had used other arrangements. A higher pro-

portion of Black (73%) and White families (70%) had used family

day care preceding the current arrangement. Of the Hispanics

*1

* In Los Angeles Many HispanicS who entered the country with-
out proper documents have diffj.cultIrobtaining employment or
receiving social services.

1
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reporting, 51% had used-family day care before; however, 37%

said their preceding arrangement had been in-,home care, com-

pared to 15% of the Black.families and 18% of the White. The

parents who had used family day care as their last prior arrange-

mentwete about equally. represented in the three types of homes

(Table `5.24'.

Data on the reasons parents in Los Angeles-

terminated arrangements immediately preceding the current one

cannot be reported with precision.* Among parents in Philadel-

phia and San Antonio, 26% reported terminating their last piior

arrangeMent because the caregiver stopped operating a day care

home (Table 5.25). Twenty-four percent said that their own

needs changed. Forty-three percent of the respondents terminated

because of disSatisfaction with various aspetts of the arrange-

ments. Twelve percent reported that the child had not received

proper care, and 10% felt their caregivers had been unreliable.

The duration of prior arrangements cannot be

reported precisely for respondents in Philadelphia and San An-

tonio because of reliability and Validity problems.* However,

* The question used in Los Angeles was ambiguous, and hence

did not elicit reliable data.

* Many responses could no be interpreted because the dura-

tion of previous arrangements reported was not in keeping with

what we know about day care. For example, a number of respond-

ents reported arrangements lasting more than 10 years. Because

of the apparent Unreliability of these responses, the validity

(what the items are thought to measure) is also called sharply

-into question. However, thee problemsseem to-exist only for

previous arrangements lasting more than one year, and it is

still possible to suggest that most parents seemed to have ter-

minated their previous arrangements inlewer than six months.

5-17147 1
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analysis suggests that, aa in the case of parents in Los Angeles,

the majority terminated in fewer than 6 months. Thirty-eight

percent terminated previous care in fewer than three months, and

another 21% in fewer than sfix month.s (Table 5.26 and 5.27).

Emlen reported in his study onipmily day care,

stability that three-fourths of the arrangements ended for

purely extrinsic reasons rather than becaube of dissatisfac-

tion (Emlen,'Dopoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 250).,'About half

the parents in Philadelphia And San Antonio who had terminated

previous arrangements reported such extrinsic reasons. The

/lite in this' study suggest that a significant number terminate

because of dissatisfaction.

5.7 Preferred Type of Care

While family day care is the most'extensively

used form of out-of-home care, a significant question remains:

"Do parents really want their children in family day care?"
4

Would they prefer Center-based care or in-home care? What

types of care are perceived as appropriate for various ages of

childiten? For example, do paients prefer different day care

settings for infants, toddlers, and school-aged children? As

previously discussed in Section 5.3, 11% of the,parents bad

no other choice of care available to them, and, further,

about 12% clearly chose family day care because day care center's

require childfen.to be over two years of age and toilet.trained

0

113
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r

(Table 5.4). Several questions explored the child care prefer-

ences of.parenis in all three .sites.*

Table 5.28 presents data from Los Angeles which

indicates that family day .care is the preferred care setting for

ch ldren two and three years,old. Thirty-eight percent, however,

pre r in-home care for infants younger than two yearns of agel---
x

2,

The preference for more structured settings increpses sharply

for four aid five year did children. Fifty-seven percent ofthe

responses in the "other* category cited a preference for kindet-

garden.6

The same pattern is'observable in the responses of

pa en in Philadelphia and San Antonio (Table 5.29)`. However,

the re nement of the age categories in the Phase III instrument

focuseddditional attention upon infants under one year of age

and'upon those between one and two years. For infants younger

than a year in age, 78% of respondents preferred in-home

care, and 90% of t ose spondents indicated a prfeeence for

in -home care by a re ative

Fbr year old chilaren, 62% -p(respondents in

Philadelphia and San Antonio preferred in-home care and thought

care by a relative was most desirable. For children two years
A

of age, there was a preference' for family day Care (51%), followed
A

by in -home care (27%) and center -based care.(22%). For children

Phase II and Phase III data cannq,be, aggregated, because of

differences in code categories for the ages of the. target child.

.4
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. . .
s

Ole
between three and five years of-age, the preference

.

for.more 2,-.//
..--

, , structured settings increased sharply--43% preferred structured .

4.. .
. .

-
settings for three-Year-olds, 65% for four=year-olds', and 66%

; .

-,,

.-forfive7year-olds.
-.... e,

.
t........,"7-k

0,s.

. Weresparents able to choose the setting they pee- 1

0

ceived as appro(riate for the age group of their ,own child?-Par=

entss stated preferences were compared with lhe actual age 4f

their own children, to obtainothe data in Tables 5.30 (Los Angeles)

VItAW:and 5.31 (Philadelphia'and.San Antonio): There was a total

of 68 parents in Los Angeles with children in care between the
e

ages of infancy.and,three {ears. (Table 5.30). As indices

41,
t
or 62% of this group, were in family day care - ,their

,
.

ference..,Ten parent's with children between infancy arta4t ee
,

.ci..
years of age reall!i preferred in-home .care. Four of these par-

,
,

ents had infants, five were parents of.two -yearolds and one

was a parent of a three-year-old. lione of the seven parents of

four-year-olds %%tinted their children in family day care; neither

did the eight parents of five-year-olds. Tablet 5.30 indicates

thatof the 83 parents in Los 'Angeles, 51% were successful in 03

placingtheir children in the day care settingthey-preferred.

Of 188 LArentstin Philadelphia and San AntoniOr
40

89 (41%011,51 children in the setting of their choice--
%

Apmily day ciate by'a relative.(12%), or ,by a. non- relative (36%)

(Table,5.31). The remaining 99 'p4rents, representing 53% ofa

it sample, had other preferences. Ln0home Care was the prt-
-

lerence for 49% of the e55 parents of one year old children;

ir
150
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..r
41% eferred -and used family day care; abOut 9% would prefer

to upe 'Center-based carp. Of the parents of two-year-olds,
T.

50% were-users of the cake of their preference. The preference

14W- for in-h
11

hiSed ca'

are declined to ;2%; howeler, 28% wanted center-
.

A.higher percentage of parents of three- and four-

year-olds (53% and 48%, respectivelyAad placed their children

inthesetting of iheir.choice. Twenty-nine percent in each case,

-however, would have liked to send their children to day care

centers. Lay tworr-the four respondent parents of four-year-
7

olds Stated a preference for center care.

Of 240 parents who provided usable responses, 125

parents (15 using family day care by a relative, and 110 in non-

relative tare) currency had their children in the care they wanted

(Table 5.32). These parents represented 52% of the sample. All

parents who used non-relative caregivergAlad the placements of

their choice. Four percent of those parents preferring relative

care wereactuallw.purchasing tare from a non-relative. Of the 115
- 4

parents who were not in the care
c4
of their choice, most (53%) pre-

.

ferred center-based care for their children. Only five of these 4

werecurrently-ierelatilye family day carer The preference for in-
-,

Itme care-is also evident.
. .

Table 5.33 shows a stronger preference for center

care among BlaCk parents than among Whites and Hispanics. The 36

Black respondents represent.61% of the total of-59 respondents

preferring center-based carer. In fact, of-101 parentA indicating- .

a preferencefoqr in-home care or center-based care, 47% were



Black, compared to 17% White and 14% Hispanic. It is apparent

that there was a greater tendency for Black respondents (61%)

to prefer other types of day care for, their children than was

true for either White (36%) or Hispanic (48 %) families.

.Black families have traditionally emphasized
9

education for their children as a potent means of gainIng

social mobility and family stability. As Billingsley (1968)

pointed .1.1t,

(
Ask almost any Negro family head

, what he (or she) wishes most for
his family, and the response would
be "a decent house in a decent
neighborhood." Ask that same par-
ent what he wishes most for his
Children, and the response would
be 'a decent and effective educa-
tion." (pp. 181-82)

More Black respondents perceived that center

care best met their regurements. RuderMan (1968) also found

that preferences for types of child care were highly correlated

with ethnicity. In this study, 65% of Black mothers expressed

/a preference for center-based care as opposed to 47% of White r

mothers.

5.8 Partal Preference for Care byrRelatives'

Contrary to expectation, only 12 %' of the re-

spondents in the parent sample were using relative care. How-'

ever, data from the caregivet component revealed'that over half

the children in Black and Hispanic unregulated homes in Los

Angeles and San Antonio were related to their'Caregivers. For



both ethnic/ groups, the extended fami epresents a necessary
8

and importan't support network. According to Billingsley (1968),

roughly a quarter of all Black families live extended. family

5 situations. Further, Black childrearing techniques reflect an
VP'

.emphasis on the interconnectedness of 'children with other family

members. .As the Caregiver -data show, many of the relative care-

igivers were grandmothers. who perceived themselves as simply

taking care of their grandchildren,.

Table 5.34 indicates that 12% of -the parentsam-

ple used relative care; all but six families were in Los Angeles

(32%) and San Antonio (54%). There was, for reasons not yet

clear,, a lack of relative care among_ Philadelphia's unregulated

Black caregivers. As expected, most relative care was unregu-

lated (78%) (Table 5.35A) and was used by fewer White respondents

(4%) than by Blacks (16W) and Hispanics (20%) (TablN.358).

Amodg relative caregivers there were 29 grandmothers= and eight.

aunts (Tables -,36A aqd 5:36B).

The median ag,e of children in relative care ,did

not vary appreciably when compared to non-relative care. No A

appreciable distinctions became apparent wh7n the median agd of

the chill -in care was examined y ethnicity and regulatory status.

Most parents in Philadelphia an San Antonio who used relative

providers.said they chose the ,caregiver because of the familial

bond (Table 5.37).

Different questions were asked of Phase II re-

spondents and Phase. III respondents to obtain an idea of the

15,3
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advantages of relative, care. Parents in Philadelphia and San

Antonio responded to the following questions:

"Are there any ad antages to having a relative
take care of your child?"

*Are there any disadvantages to having a relative
take care of your child?"

Caregiver reliability was mentioned by ten respondents; eight

parents felt relative care met the child's emotional needs

(Able 5.38). Parent/caregiver communication, hours of care,

and the availability of special services were each -cited4gy

respowlents. Only' two parents said that cost was an advantage
9

of care''by a relative. Seventeen parents cited additional advan-

tages. 'Few parents (four) mentioned disadvantages of relative.

care. Three felt that parent/'caregiver communication was more

difficult, and one parent felt that the caregiver was too per-

missive with' the child.

A the parent respondents in Los Angeles were asked,

"Do you think it-is harder or easier to
haim,a relative bare for your child?"

Nine stated that relative care was easier, while one parent found

it more difficult.

5.9 Duration of Current Arrangement

ThisChitpter began with a discu &sion of the rea-

sons parents selected family day care and their caregivers. It

is appropriate to conclude with an understanding of parents' plans

to continue using their current arrangements.* Seventy percent

* DU& from Phase II and Phase III could not be aggregated.
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of°the respondents in Los Angeles planned to continue their

arrangements six months or more; 30% planned to terminate within

six months. Proportionately, fewer Black respondents there

planned.to end their arrangements than did Whites or Hispanics

(Table 5.39A). In Philadelphia end San Antonio, the majority of

/
parents (53%) planned to keep their children wish their current

providers fon more than one year (Table 5.40). No apparent

ferences emerge when regulatory status or ethnicity are-considered

(Table 5.41). Only 7% of the respondents would terminate because

of basic dissatisfaction4Table 5.42) and none of these were ih

unregulated homes (Table 5.43). Of those parents who would ter-

minate in less than a year, 29$. said their-children would trans-

fer to a dare center. when they becaMe old en!gh (26%) or

when space became available (3%).

As expected, more-6Black parents (15) would ter-

minate in order to send their children to centers than Whites ,.
(eight) or Hispanics (tyro). Twenty-four percent of the respon-

dents said their children- would begoing to,school, and 15%

indicated they would be charigihg residence. More White parents

gave these responses (793 and 5,2%, respectively) than did Blacks,,/

and Hispanics.

5.10 Summary

Eighty-six percent of the sample 'needed child

care to remain in the labor force; about 10% required those ser-

vices in order to be able to receive training or schooling.
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Somewhat fewer Blacks than Whites and Hispanics needed dtiy care

dor/
in order to be able to work; among users of sponsored h4,

*

only 78% dported needing dpy care for this reason.

No ones reaison preponderated 'among the seveal

offered for)the choice of family day care over some other type.

Sothe of the tbasons given were parent-centered; cost, for ex-

ample,-was the main reason cited by 19% of the parents in

Philadelphia and San Antonio: Flexibility in response to varied

work schedules was revealed as another significant parent -

cent red advantage of family ,day cre. Othe reasons,: were

child-centered; 18% f parents j Philadelphia and San Antonio,

for example, apparently believ94-ht family day care would

ensure their child special attention. Still other reasons were

situational; for 39% of the parents in Los Angeles, no other

type of'day care was available.

In selecting a particular caregiver, parents more

often paid greater attention to the qualities of the caregiver
s\

the caregiver's personality or experience or relation to the

parent, for example--than to any other consideration, such as

cost or location. Most respondehts reported using a personal

source of information to locate their caregiver. Parentsadked

caregivers few questions about themselves, concentrating upon

how the caregiver's philosophy and experience vould ,be manifested'

in the day care program. Almost two-thirds of the parents se-

lected their day care home without significant reservations about

it; only a very few reported making serious cOmpromiies.

5-26
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More than half of the tespondents reported using

a previous arrangement for their child, most of them another

family day care arrangement. Forty -three percent of the respone-

dents in Philadelphia and San Antonio who reported terminating

previous arrangements had one so because they had been dOsat-

isfied. Other reasons, ]however, wereof considerable importalfe.

.Many terminations would result, for example, when the child in

care would grow old enough.to move onto a. preferred type of

care. Distinctly'different patterns emerged when the. respondents

Avere categorized by ethnicity and by the regulatory status of

thehome they (used,

Although all the parents in the study were users

of family day care, more than half of them had not,been able

to place their child in the type of care they would have pre-,

ferred. Family day care emerged as the preferred choice for chil-

dren aged two and three. But for younger children, a sizeable

number of respondents would have preferred. in-home care, and

for children four and fi've years old a majority of respondents

would have preferred a more structured group setting., suchas

a day care center.
)

Only 10% of all respondents were using care by

a relative, although over half the children in Black and Hispanic

unregulated homes in Los Angeles and San Antonio were cared for

by relatives. Such care most often arose from the nature of

the family bond and reflected its_qualities.

-157
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CHAFTER'NOTEi

1. The Unco study repotted a similarly strong connection
between use of family day care and employment. Among
households using care ten or moreshours per week, 8
of those using non-relative family day care were employed.
This percentage was the highest observed among all "types
of care reported (Vol. II, Table 673).

2: For both child care schedule and parent's.work schedule,'
Unco data revealed important differences among family
day care users, depending on whether or not the caregiver
was a relative. The c ld care schedule for users of
unrelated providers ,/ s similar to that of centers and
nursery scho ls:. car tended to be full day, weekdays
only, on a f'xed' edule. Conversely, users of relatives
had child ca e schedules similar to in-home users (Vol. II,.
Table 6-7). Unpublished tabulations showed comparable
differences for the user's work schedule as well.

3. From among 31 possible selection factors, users of family,
day care in the Unco study indicated that finding a reliable
and dependable caregiver was most important.(Voli. III,

Table 4-18).

4. About half of the family day care users in the Unco study had
used family day care-as their previous arrangement (Vol. III,'
Table 4-10).

5.. In the Unco study, the most frequently cited reason fbr
discontinuing previous family day-care was-the child be-
coming *too old" (Vol. III, Table 4-.6)., Other important
reasons included parent no longer working, provid no
longer available, and-users.moved elsewhere.

6. Respondents in the Uric° study were about equally divided
in their opinion as to whether *day care centers should
accept infants* (Vol. III, Table 3-75). Opinions did not
vary'_strongly according to type used, including non -users.

7. Of all users in the Unco study, 32% of unrelated family
day care users'and 27% of related family day care users
would have preferred switching their main method of care
(Vol,,,: III, Table 3-12). Users of relatives most frequently
cited a preference :for nursery school or center care,
while users of unrelated providers tended to prefer both
group types and *own home by non-relative".as well (V01.2II,
Table 3-13).

5-28
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8. Unpublished tabillations 'of the Unco data showed that Blacks
and Hispanics used relatives more frequently than did

Whites. Hispanics were 'somewhat more likely to feel that
the "main advantagew'for using relatives was that they
cost less (Vol. III, Table 3-46).

9. Almost- half of the users in the Unco study felt that reduced

cost was the main-advantage for using relatives. This

opiniohmas more strongly held by those actually using
relatives than by users of'Mon-relatives (Vol. III, Table

3-47).
A
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Table 5.1: PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS USING DAY CARE
BECAUSE OF WORK

TOTAL SAMPLE '

N = 348

ETHNICITY
Sponsored I Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

White 94% 9396 , 95% .94%
(36) . (54) (56) (146)

Black 64% 80% 89% 77%
(44) (40) (37) (121)

Hispanic ,47% 91% 89%. 88%
(18) (29) (27) (74)

.
,

.2

TOTAL . 78% (98) 88% (123) - 92% (120) 86% (341)
if (
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Table 5.2: MAIN REASONS PARENTS CHOSE FAMILY DAY CARE

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N= 227

MAW REASONS Freilueicy Percent

Not enough attention for child
at a center

Children under 2 not accepted
by a center

Fina*al

Only available care was
family day care

Convenience

-Cost lower for family day care

Parent wanted child to learn to
get along with other children

Other

Child gets special attention
in a home

Family day care home providis
good care

Par4nt referred to earegiierd

Social worker/agency chase
family day care

Parent liked particular
caregiver

Center facilities were deficient

No openings in center

Parent never considered
in-home care

Children must be toilet trained .

to attench center

Center hours do not match
work hours

29

27

27

20

20

16

12

11

12

11

9

8

8

5

3

2

3

9%

9%

7%

5%

5%

5%

5%

4%

3%

3%

3%

2%

1%

'1%

1%

TOTAL 227 100%



Table 5.3: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECTION OP FAMILY DAY CARE
FROM AVAILABLE OPTIONS

. LOS ANGELES

REASON

Parent-Centered

Cost
Location
Hours
Other

Child Centered

Age
Physical Needs
Social needs
Educational needs
Emotional needs
Other

Caregiver Characteristics

Relative
Friend of Parent
Experienced
Daily Program
Other

Situational Reason

No Other Choice
Available

Other

TOTAL

ti

N 64

Frequency Percent

-23

(6)
(5)
(4)
(8)

36%

(9%)
(8%)
(6%)

(13 %)

18 28%

(7) (11%)
(2) (3%)
(1) (2%)
(1) (2%)
(1) (2%)
(6) (9%)

, ,

11 17%

(2) (3%)
(2) (3%)
(1) (2%)
(3) (5%)

,(3) (5%)

12 19%

(11) (17%)

(1) (2%)

64 100%
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Table 5.4: MAINkREASON FOR SELECTING FAMILY DAY CARE

TOTAL7SAMPLI3

N = 291

MAIN REASON Frequency Percent

_Parent-Centered .

Cost
Convenience to parent
Other

. -

Child-Centered

Age
Special attention
'Home provides good care
Home meets childstchysical,
emotional, social and,
educational needs
Other

Situational 1

No other choice available
o opening in center

Children must be toilet
trained to attend center
Children under 2 not
accepted by center
Center facilities deficient
Social Work/Agency
Chose Caregiver
Other

Caregiver Characteristics

Relative
Friend of parent .

Parent liked caregiver
Caregiver experienCe
Daily program
Other

Remaining Reasons Cited
ti

Parent referred to caregiver
Parent never considered
In-home care
Other

89

(49)
(32)
48)

80

(6)-

80

(31)
(5)
(2)-

(27)

ro"

27%

(2%)

27%

8%

(3%)
(1%)

a (4%)

TOTAL

*Lem than 1%

291

16
100%
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Table 5.5: PARENTAL ¢ONSIDERATION LOTHER' TYPES OP CARE
AS FUNCTION OF ETHNiegY

TOTALVAMP)
N = 39

-
Parent Ell Consideration

Evklicrry Yes

White

Black

67 (46%)
(49941

39 (34%)
(28%)

'32 (40%)
(23%)

No

79 (54%)
(39%)

4,

66%)
( )

,48 (60%)
(24%)'

TOTAL

146
(43%)

113
(3326)

80
(24%)

TOTAL 138 (41%) 201 (59%) 339

4 .;

164

4

O

A

41,



,

Table 5.6: PARENTAL CONSIDERATION OF OTHEIMPES
\ OF CARE BYIDUCATION

TOTAL AMPLE-

Parental Consideration

N=347

EDUCATION Yes No TOTAL

High School
or Less

.
Some College
or More

.

_./

.

64 (38%)
(45%)

.

A 78 (44%)
(55%)

...

106 (62%)
(52%)

99 (56%)
(48%)

, 170
( 49%)

177
(51%)

TOTAL r 142 (41%) 205 (59%) ,347

165 $



1"

4

Table 5.7A: PARENTAL WORt SCHEDULE

TOTAL SAMPLE

WORK iEDU

All day

Variable

Rotating

Morning Only

Evening or Night

TOTAL

1

N = 311

Frequency Percent

263. 85

26 8

9

7 2.

6 2

311 100



Table 5.7Bs PARENT WORK SCHEDULE ASA FUNCTION OF ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 306

WORK SCHEDULE
ETNICITY

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

All Day

Variable

Rotating

Morning Only

Evening or Night

Other

110 (43%)
(79%)

18 (69%)
(13%)

3 (33%)
(290

'44 (57%)
(3%)

2 (33%)
(1%)

2 (86%)
(1%)

77 (30%)
(85%)

4 (15%)
(4%)

3 (33%)
(3%)

3 (43%)
(3%)

3 (50%)
(3%)

1 (33%)
(1 %)

88 (27%)
(89%)

4 (15%)
(5%)

3 (33%)
(4%)

0

255
(83%)

26
(8%)

9
(3%)

7
(2%)

6
(2%)

3

TOTAL 139 (45%) 91 (28%) 76 (25%) 306

4.
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Table 5.8: PARENTAL WORK SCHEDULE BY
TYPE OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOME

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 308

WORK TYPE OF HOME'
SCHEDULE

Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

All Day 65 (25%) 100 (39%) 91 (36%) 2 56, (36%)
,(84%) (85%) (80%)

1
Variable 5(19%) 10 (38%) 11 (42'96) 26

(6%) (9%) (10%) (8%)

Rotating 3 (33%) 2 (22%) 4 (44%) . 9
(4%) (2%) (4%) (3%)

11PMorning Day 1 (14%) 3 (43%) 3 (43%) 7

(1%) (3%) (3%) (2%)

Evening or Night 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 2 (33%) 6

(4%) (1%) (2%) (2%)

Other 0 f(2596) 3 (75%) 4
(1%) (3%) (1%)

TOTAL 77 (25%) 117 (38%) 114 (37%) 308

1.68
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Table 5.9: REASONS FOR SELECTION OF CURRENT CAREGIVER

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 196

MAIN REASON Frequency

Caregiver personality

Convenient location

Referred by other persons
(other than 'agency)

Caregiver a relative

Caregiver was only

Caregiver teaching skill

Caregiver experience

Caregiver a friend
or neighbor

Other

Good facility

Referred by agency

Flexible hours

Low nunper of children

Presence of other children'
related to child

TOTAL

p

38

30

24

21

16

15

13

10

6

3

3

2

2

Percent

19%

15%

12%

11%

8%

8%

7%'

7%

5%

3%

2%

2%

1%

1%

169

100%



Table 5.10: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECM4G CURRENT CAREGIVER

LOS ANGELES

N s 105

MAIN REASON Provence/ Percent

Caregiver- Centered 64 61%

Caregiver's a relative (10) (1096)

Caregiver's a friend (6) (6%)

Caregiver's personality (13) (12%)

Caregiver's experience (8) (8%)

Caregiver's program (2) (2%)

Other caregiver-
related reasons

(i5) /. (24%)

Parent-Centered 23 22%

Cost (3) (3%)

Location (8) (8%)

Flexibility (1) (1%)

No other preference (2) (3%)

Other parent-
centered reasons

(9) (9%)

Situational 15 11%

No other choice available (8) (6%)

Other situational reason (9) (9%)

ChM-Centered 3 3%

Child's emotional needs (1) (1%)

Other child-centered
reasons

(2) (2%)

TOTAL 105 100%
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Table 5.11: MAIN REASON FOR SELECTING CURRENT CAREGIVER

PilILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 196

MAIN REASON Frequency Percent

Caregiver-Centered

Caregiver's personality

Caregiver was referred by
other persons (excluding
agency)

Caregiver's a relative

Caregiver's teaching skill

Caregiver's experience

Caregiver's a friend or
neighbor

Parent-Centered

Convenient location
A

Flexible hours

Situational

Caregiver was only

Good facility

Referred by agency

Child-Centered

Iftw nlimber of children

Presence of other

Other

TOTAL

134

(38)

(34)

33

(30)

(3)

4

(2)

(2)

1 196 100%

1 Z.



Tanis 5.12s MAW REASONS FOR SELECTING =RUNT CAREGIVER

TOTAL SA/SPLZ

N*111

MAIN REASON Prequency Percent

Caregiver-Centered 199 14%

Caregiver's personality (61) (t6%)

Caregiver's a relative (31) (10%)

Caregiver referred by other
perms
re

(exaboIng an agency
ferral)

(34) (11%)

Caterer% experience (21) (7%)

Cereglvar's a irked ar
neigthor

(19) (6%)

Carnivore teaching skins (15) (5%)

CuslIlver's program in (2) (1%)

Other (23) (1%)

ParentCantered 54 It%

Convenient Location (33) (12%)

Flexible hours (4) (1%)

Coat (3) (1%)

No other preference (2) (1%)

Other (9) (3%)

ilinetknal 40 1.3%

Caregiver only choice
available

(22) (7%)

Good faoillty (6) (2%)

Referred by an agency (1%)

Other (9) (3%)

Child-Centered 7 t%

Low weber of children (2) (1%)

Presence of other ohlkken
related to child

(2) (1%)

Child's emotional needs (1)

Other (2) (1%)

Other (3%)

TOTAL 311 100%

Less than 1%

172
-7
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Table 5.13: INFORMATION SOURCES FOR FINDING CHILD CARE

LOS ANGELES
V

CHILD
INFORMATION SOURCES

PARENTAL USE OF SOURCES

Current Arrangement Future Arr angment

Frequency . Percent Frequency Percent'

Friend or Neighbor 31 30% 21 -21%

Relative
vh

.15 14% 6 6%

4iteferral 21 20% 17 17%

Advertisement 7% 11 11%

Sponsor 7% 15 15%

Licensing Agency 1 1% 5 5%

Welfare Agency 2 2% 1 1%

Word of Mouth 6 6% 8 8%

Parent in PDC 0 0% 2 2%

Other 13 13% 12 /12%4

TOTAL 103 (98%) 98 (93%)

s
173



Table 5.14: SOURCES FOR LOdATING CAREGIVER*
PRILADELPHIA AND SION ANTONIO

SOURCES

Advertisement by
caregiver

Advertisement by
respondent

Friend or Neighbor

Relative

Caregiver is a relative

Caregiver is, friend
or neighbor

Sponsoring agency

Information and
referral agency

Licensing Agency

Registering Agency

Welfare Agency

Parent of children in
family day care home

Informal meeting with
caregiver

Other

N = 243

26

9

79

31

14

. 26

39

14

6

0

15

8

7

15

11% 66

4% 28

32% 89

13% 25

6% 11

11% 16

16% 38

6% 28

2% 15

6% 12

6% 22

3% 11

3% 10

6% 39

27%

12%

37%

10%

5%

7%

16%

5%

4%

16%

Numbers may total greater than study N of 243 because multiple
responses were permitted.
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Table 5.15: INFORMATION PARENTS ASKED CAREGIVERS

\PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243*

INFORMATION
. SOUGHT BY PARENTS Frequency Percent

Spoke to social worker
about caregiver

81 33%

Experience 44 18%

Child rearing philosophy 25 10%

Family members 22 9%

Health 14 696

Training 8 3%

Reliability 8 3%

Caregiver's personality 3%

Age 5 2%

Education 4 2%

Ethnicity 2 1%

Community ties 2 1%

TOTAL NUMBER OF 222

RESPONSES

*Multiple responses were accepted; therefore, the total is not 100%.
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Table 5.16: INFORMATION PROVIDED TO PARENTS BY CAREGIVERS
CONCERNING THEMSELVES BEFORE THE CAREGIVING ARRANGEMENT

PHILADELPHIA AND.SAN ANTONIO

N = 243*

INFORMATION
GIVEN BY CAREGIVER

Frequency Percent

Experience 78 32%

Family members 67 28%

Child rearing philosophy 23 9%

Health 13 5%

Caregiver's personality 13 5%

Training 11 . .4%

Age 10 4%
r
s

Education 10 696

Reliability 8 3%,

Community ties 8 3.96'

Ethnicity 3.
Smoking habits 1 0,49

Social worker acted.
as intermediary'

15 4%

Other 28 8%

TOTAL NUMBER OF 348
RESPONSES

*Multipivesponses were accepted; therefore, the total is not 100%

**Less than 1%

176



Table 5.17: INFORMATION PARENTS ASKED OF CAREGIVER CONCERNING THE FAMILY

DAY CARE SERVICES PROVIDED IN THE HOME

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO \

,

tr = 243*

INFCRMATICti SOUGHT
BY PARELIr

Nutrition

Hours of care.

Child Schedule

Cost/payment

Group size/
age mix

Recreation play

Supervision

Toilet training

Health

Facilities

Special services

Education

Regulation

Caregiver experience

Safety.

Socialization

Transportation

Spoke to social' worker

Other
-*\

Frequency Percent

1

84

60

49

45

44

34

28

it 23 -

19

17

16

13

8

8

6

5

3

38

9 .

c

e

35%

25% ..

20%

19%

$

18%

. 14%

12%

9%

8%

7%

7%
,4

5%

3% . .

. 3%

2%

2%

.1%

16%

, 4%

. ,

TOTAL NUMBER OF
RESPONSES

i

509

177

*Multiple responses were accepted; therefore, the total is not-100%.

4

AlirW%_
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Table 5.18: INFORMATION PROVIDED
TO PARENTS BY CAREGIVERS

CONCERNING THE FAMILY DAYCARE SERVICES IN THE HOME

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

INFOINATION

(3.

N l 243*

. GIVEN BY CAREGIVERS

4

Frequency Percent

Nutrition t

Recreation /play

Hours of care

Child Schedule

/payment

Gro size
.age

Supervision

Special services

4 -Toilettraining

. Facilities

Education

Health

`RegulatiOn

Socialization

Safe

Traksportatfon

Spoke to social worker
.

1

Other

A 129

61

6$

51

51

37'

32

30

27:

24

23

14

12

11

10

10-

19 ti

53%

25%

13%

12%

11%,

10%

9%

6%.

45 5%

5%

4%

4%

14%

8%

TOTAL NUMBER OF'
RESPONSFS ,

4,
*Multiple resplibses wereaccepteZ4 therefqs,e, the4otal, is Bat 100%.

fit

726

ti (178
1

cer

01. O
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Table 5;19: TRADE-OFFS IN DECISIONS ABOUT CAREGIVER

LOS ANGELES

N = 105

REASON 4,`

41,

No trice -offs made
40

Too expensive
41,

Frequency Percent

Didn't like,location'

Transportation probletn,

Inconvenient hours

Activities different

Parent didn't like sitter

Parent didn't like
ftteility (honie)'

Sitter unreliable.

Other

'

4

3

1

1

1

441, 1

5

23 '0

TOTAL 105 100%

A

A

A
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Table La ASPECTS OF THE HOME PARENTS DID NOT LIRE AT THE TIME OP ARRANGEMENT

LOS ANGELES

TYPE OP HOME SES (VERBATIM)

Spormored

S

114

"Rept dog Inside house. was allergic to dogs."

*Unsure of how :fitter would didn't
know her very well."

"Sitter couldn't (wouldn't ?) jake child to Head Start
every day."

"There were no children of the Target Child's age group
available, at the caregiver's fa child to interact with.".

"I was uncomfortable with het."

"Caregiver's child was very rough and aggressive
and my child was not."

"Caregiver smokes."

"Didn't like the fact that sitter had a dog."

neekof

-"Feeds child funktiodze,---

"Didn't like her personality. Her personality was
different. She seemed to be too different but later
we changed our opinion after we got to know her."

"She had a large dog."

ffilati sitter not keeping close watch on

"Pets: 2 cats, 3 dogs. Kept pets inside."

'Me never gave me a chance toisee4where the put
the baby."

"Caregiver had a dog."

"That one wasn't very educated and,I felt my child
wotikl,not learn very much."

"Caiing for other children."

"Absent-minded babysitter."

"Her (sitter's) chilken ysre.sickly - staying home
from schooLSo itS,

"Sitteirwas pregnant; question of reliability."

"Shelaitteri gets upset if I am late in the evening."----
Er &

"ert;wded two families."

,
"It r.

1 441-
)0;1

P."; &Y. ...
4

1, '' A .0,.: it
* -

I
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Table 5.21: USE OF'PRIOR DAY CARE ARRANGEMENTS
BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL' SAMPLE

N = 345

REGULATORY STATUS

USED Sponsored Regulated , UnregUlated .TOTAL

YES 85 (34%) 69 (37%) 55 (29%) . 189

(64%) (55%) (47%) (55%),

NO ' 36 (2394 5.7 (37%) 63 (40%) 156

(36%) (45%). (53%) (45%)

TOTAL 101(29 %) 126 (37%) 118 (34%) 345

4

0
0'
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Table 5.22: USE OF PRIOILDAY CARE ARRANGEMENTS
BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

USED

YES

NO

41I
ETHNICITY-

1, White

85 (46%)
(59%)

59 (38%)
(41%)

TOTAL. 144 (43%)

Black Hispania

41 (22%)
v(36%)

57 (31%)
(71%)

72 (47%) . 23 (15%)
(64%) t29%)

113 (33%) 80 (24%)

k

0

-

O
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Table 5.23: LAST CHILD CARS ARRANGEMENT
BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE
a

185

PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENT

ETHNICITY

White

Hispanic

-TOTAL

tot

Family Day
Care

In Home,
Care Other

59 (70%) 15 (18%) 10 (12%)
(50%) -N (36%) (45%)

30 (73%) 6 (15%) 5 (12%)
(25%) (14%) (23%)

29 .(51%) 21 (37%) 7(12%)
(250S) (50%) (32%)

118 (64 %) 42 (23%) 22 (12%) I

.?"

TOTAL

.

84
(48%)

41 Itik

(23%)

-57
(31%)

182

1.83



Table' 5:2.4: LAST CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT
BY -REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 190

REGULATORY
STA'ItS

PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENT

Family Day
Care

In Home
Care Other TOTAL

Sponsored

Reiulatid

dUnregutated

-

- ' TOTAL_

t

41(6396)
(34%)..

'45 (64%) 4
(37%)

35 (64%) -
(0 %)

.

18 (28%)
. (38%)

14 (20%)
(30%)

15 (27%) --
(32%)

-.47 (25%)

6 (9%)
(27%)

11 (16%)
(50%)

5 (9%)
(23%)

22 (129er

65
(34%)

70
(37%)

55
(30%)

190

4._ _



Table 5.25: M REASONS FOR TERMINATION
OF win RIOR ARRANGEMENT

PHILAIZEL LAND SAN ANTONIO

REASON

N = 126

Frequency Percent

Caregiver stopped: caring
for,.children

Parents' needs changed

\ Child not properly
cared for

Caregiver unreliable.

Child unhappy, did
not like home

Disagreement with
caregiv6r

C.'egiver inflexible
on hours

Fee went up

Parent stopped working,
returned home

Too many children in home

Caregiver did not communicate
enough with parent

Parent completed school,
returned hothe

Other

33

15

12

6

5

5

4 N.

"3

2

2

10

26%

10%

5%

4%

4%

4%

3%

2%

2%

2%

t.

TOTAL

a

0

126

1S5

100%



Table 5.25: DURATION OF PREVIOpS. ARRANGEMENT BY REGULATORY STATUS

LOS ANGELES

DURATION Sponsored Regulated Unregulated . TOTAL

0 - 3 months 11 (48%) 9 (39%) 3 (13%) 23
(44%) (47%)

.
(18%) (38%)

3- 6 months 4 (31%) 7-(54%) 2 (15%)
.

13
(16%) (37%) (12%) (21%)

6- 9 months 2 (20%) 1 (10%) 7 (70%) 10
(8%) (5%) (41%) (16%)

441

..--
9 - 12 months 1 (33%) 0 (0%) 2 (67%) 3

(4%) (0%) (12%) (5%)

1 1 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1year._
(4%) (0%) (0%) (2%)

More thari 1 year 6 (55%) 2 (18%) 3 (27%) 11
(24%) (11%) (18%). (18%)

TOTAL 25 (41%) 19 (31%) 17 (28%) 61

1 c't'i_j
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Table 5.27: DURATION OF PREVIOUS AgRANGEMENT BY ETHNICITY

LOS ANGELES

DURATION White . Black Hispanic TOTAL

0 - 3 9 (41%) 4 (18%) 9 (41%) 22
(36%) (31%) (43%) (37%)

3 - 6' monthS . 5 (38%) 3 (23%) 5- (38%) 13
(20%) (23%) 424%) (22%)

6 - 9 months . 6 (67%) 1.(11%) 2.(22 %) 9

(24%) (8%) (10%) (15%)

9 - 12 months 2 (87%) 0 (0%) 1 (33%) 3
(8%) (0%) (5%) (5%)

1 year 0 (0 %) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 1

(0%) (0%) (5%) (2%)

More than 1 year 3 (27%) 5 (45%) 3 (27%) 11
(12%) (38%) (14%) (19%)

. .

it

TOTAL 25 (42%) 13 (22%) 21 (36%) 51

. .

1

187

,

1
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Table 5.281 PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE FOR CHILDREN OF VARIOUS AGES*

t LOS ANGELES ' I

AGE OF CHILD
PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

In-home
Care

Family Day
Care

Center
Care

Head Start Nursery
School

Part Day
Program .

Other TOTAL

Less than 2 years 39 (38%) 60 (58%) 2 (2%) 1(1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%). 104

2 years
-.

22 (22%) 64 (63%) 9 (9%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 102

3 years 5 (5%) 38 (36%) 19 (18%) 9 (9%) 24 (23%) 4 (4%) 5 (5%) 10e

4 years 2 (2%) 14(14%) 9 (9 %) 24 (23%) 36 (35%) 9 (9%) 9 (9%) 103

5 years 0 (0%) 9 (9%) 6 (6%) Ilt (12%) 9 (9%) 7 (7%)` 60 (58%) 104 "
r4.-

i

g
* gach row repreients a discrete question. Hence, row total are< 105, the N for Phase II.

I*

IS 9
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Table 5.29: REFERRED TYPE OF CARE FOR CHILDREN OF VARIOUS AGES*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

4

G

AGE OF CHILD

..

4 .

PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

-None
In-home
Care by
Relative

In-home
Care by
Non-Re 11'7.
tive .

Center
Care

Family
Day Care
by Rela-
tive

Family
Day Care
By Non-
Relative

TOTAL

Less than 1 yr. 1 (-%) 166 (70%) 19 (8%)4 3 (1%) 20 (8%) 29 (12%) 238
. N

I; year 0 (0%) 120 (50%) 28 (12%) 15 (6 ), 26 (11%) 49 (21%) 238
N

2 years 0 (0%) 49 (21%) 15`(6 %) 52 ( ) 35 (15%) 85 (36%) 6

3 years 4 (2%) 22 (9%) 12 (5%) 110 (46%) 19 (8%Y 71 (30%) 238

4 years 4 (2%) 13 (5%) 8 (3%) 152 (64%) 11 (5%) '10 (21%) 238

5 years 2 (1%) 13 (6%) 1 (5%) 156 (64) 7 (3%) 46 (20%) 236

1

*Each roiv represents a discrete question. Hence, row totals are 5 243, the N for Phase III.

s

s
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TOle 5.30: AGE OF TARGET CHILD BY PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

LOS ANGELES

N = 83

AGE OF TARGET
CHILI

PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

In-home
Care

Family
Day Care

Center
Care

Head Start-7 Nursery
School

Part Day
Program

Other TOTAL

Less than 1 year
.rt

4 (20%)
(40%)

5(17%)
(50%)

1 (5%)
(10%)

0(0%)
(0%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

15' (75%)
(36%)

19 (66%)
(45%)

8 (42%)
(19%)

0 (0%)
-(0%)

b(0%)
(0%)

'\

0 (0%)
(0%)

2(7 %) -

(40 %)

2 (11%)
(40%)

1 (14%)
(20%)`

0(0%
(0%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

1(5%)
(14%)

3 (43%)
(43%)

3 (38%)
(43%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

2 (7%)
(22%)

5 (26%)
(56 %)

2 (29%)
(22%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

1 (5%)
(50%)

1 (14%)
(50%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

z

1(5 %)
(12%)

1 (3%)'
(12 %)'

1 (5%)
(12%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

5 (62%)
(62%)

20
(24%).

29
(35%)

10 (12%) 42 (51%) 5 (646) 9 (11%) 2 (2%)

Because of the wording of the preference question, thobe parints with children in care
under 1 year old and over 5, were removed in cross-tabulation.

4

8 (10%) 83

1, 9 3
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Table 5.31: AGE OF TARGET CHILD BY PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO.

PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

In-home
AGE OF TARGET In-home Care by FDC
CHILD 'None Care by Non- Center Care by

fie
Relative Relative Care Relative

Less than 1 year -(0%) 1 (100%)b -(0%) -(0%)~ . -(0%)
(0%) (3%). (0%) (0%) (0%)

1 year -(0%) 21 (38%) 6 (11%) 5 (9%) 99(16 %)
(0%) (54%) (43* (12%) (41%)

2 years -(0%) 11 (19%) 2 (3%) 16 (28%) 8 (14%)
(0%) (28%) (14%) -(37%) (36%)

3 years -(0%) 5 (13%) 2(5 %y 11 (29%) 4 (11%)
(0%) (13%) (14%) (26%) (18%).

4 years 2 (6%) 1 (3%) 4('13 %) 9 (29%) 1 (3%)
(67%) (3%) (29%) (21%) (5%) -

5 years -(0%) -(0%) -(0%) 2 (50%) -(0 %)
(0%) (0%) (0%) (5%) (096)

More than 5 years 1 (100%) -(0%) -(0%) -(0%) -(0%)
(33%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)

TOTAL -3 (2%) 39 (21%) 14(7 %) 43 (23%) 22 (12%)

FDC
Care by
Non-
Relative

TOTAL

4t -(0%)
(0%)

.14 (25%)
(21%)

21 (36%)
(31%)

16 (42%)
(24%)

14 (45%)
(21%)

2 (50%)
(3%)

(0%)
(0%)

55
- (29%)

58
(31%)

18
(20%)

67 (36%)

19
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Table 5.32: PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE COMPARED TO ACTUAL TYPE
OF CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 240 ;

ACTUAL
.

PREFERRED

SPONSORED REGULATED UNREGULATED TOTAL

FDC
RELATIVE

FDC NON-
RELATIVE

FDC
RELATIVE

FDC NON-
RELATIVE

FDC
RELATIVE

FDC NON-
RELATIVE,

FDC
RELAIIVE

FDC NON-
RELATIVE

- .
. .

In-home care
by relative 0 5 (24%) 0 8 (38%) 7 (100%) 8(38 %) . 7 21

. (0%) (8%) (0%) '. (10%) (30%) (12%) (25%)

1

. In-home care
by non-relative 0 2 (13%). 1 (1(V%) 8 (50%) 0 6 (38%) 1 16

e
(0%) (3%) (25 %) (10%) (0 %) s (9%) (4%) (8%)

Center-based
care 0 25 (45%)' 1 (20%) 20 (36%) 4 (80%) 11 (20%) 5 56 ,

(0%) (38%) (25%) (24%) (-17%) (17%) (18%) (26%).

* .

Family day care
by relative 1 (7%) 1 (11%) 2, (13% 4 (44%) 2 (80% 4 (44%) 15 9 .

(100%) (2%) (50%) (5%) ' 52%) (6%) (54%) (4%) .."'

/
Family day care

,by non-relative 0
(0%) .

2 (29% '
49%)

0
(0%) 52%)

0
(0%)

5 (32%
55%)

0
. (0%)

110
-(52%)

. .,
!.

TOTAL 1 65 (3146) 4 (14%) * 83 (39%) 23 (82%) 64 (30%) ,,, 28 212

.
, (31%) (14%) (39%) (82%) (30%)

.

1* Less than 1%

Cells in which parents were ,using their preferred choice.
197,



Table 5.33: PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE COMPARED TO ACTUAL TYPE OF CARE
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
N =232

ACTUAL

_

PREFERRED
,,

White BlaCk
.

Hispanic ., . TOTAL

FDC .

RELATIVE
FDC NOK---1
RELATIVE'

FDC
RELATIVE

FDC NOR- -
RELATIVE

FDC
RELATIVE

FDC NON-
RELATIVE

FDC 1

RALATWE
:FDC NON-
RELATIVE

In-home care by
relative

,

.

1 (14%)
(20%)

.

9 (45%)
(9%)

3 (435)
(23%)

6 (30%)
(9%)

3 (43%)
(33%)

5 (25%) .

(14%)

.

7
(26 %)

. -

.

20 . ,

(10%)
.

In-hoine care by
non-relative

..

.
0 (006)*
(0%)

7 (50%)
(7%)

,
0 (0%)
(0%)

. r
2 (14%) 1
(3%)

1 (100%)
(11%).

5 (36%)
(14%)

..
1

(4%)

..

14
et%)

Center-based
i

care 1- (20%)
(20%)

46 (30%)
(16%)

4 (80%)
(31%f

32 (59%)
(46%)

0 (096)
, (0%) '

6 (11%)
(16%) .

5
(19%)

54
(26%)

Family day care
by relative 3 (21%

60%)
3 (33%)
(3%)

6 (43%
46%)

4 (44%)
(6%)

5 (36%
56)

p-

2 (22%)
(5%) .

14
(52%)

9
(4%) .

Fymily day care
`5y non-relative

,........- .

.

,

0 (0%)
(0%) -

63 (58%
%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

26 (24%
7%)

-

.0
(0%)

19 (18
1%)

.

,

.0
(0%)

,

108
(53%)

,

TOTAL ( 5 (19%)
.

98 (48%) 13 (48%) 70 (34%) 9 (33%) 37. (18 %) 27 . 205

;0= Cells in, which parents were using their preferred choice.
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Table 5.34: RELATIVE CARE BY SITE

N = 345

, .

SITE'

PARENT
RELATIONSHIP
TO CAREGIVER Los Phila- San

Angeles' delphia 'Antonio TOTAL 4

Non-Relative 92 (30%) (37%) 99 (32%) 304
(88%) (95%) (82%) (88%)

Relative 13 (32%) 6 (15%) 22 (54%) 41
x(12%) (5%) (18%) (12%).

TOTAL 105 (30%Y 119 (34%) 121 (35%) 345

20g



Table 5,35A: RELATIVE CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL

N = 337

PARENT REGULATORY STATUS
RELATIONSHIP .

TO CAREGIVER
.

Sponsored Regulated Unregulated . - TOTAL

Non-Relative 96 (32%) .116 (39%) 85 (29%) 297
(96%) (96%) (73%) (88%) ,

Relathie 4 (10%) 5 (12%) 31 (78%) 40
(4%) (4%) (27%) (12%)

aro

I

TrOTAL 100 (30%) 121 (3696-) 116 (34%)" 337

Table 5.35B: RELATIVE CARE BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

.N = 337

PARENT
RELATIONSHIP .

TO CAREGIVER White

Non-Relative. 139 (47%)
(96%)

Relative 6 (1e96)
(4%)

TOTAL 145 (43%)

ETHNICITY

Black Hispanic TOTAL

93 (31%)
(84%)

18 (45%)
(16%)

ti

rl

65 (22%)
(80%)

16 (4096)
(20%)

ti

297
(88%)

40
(12%)

111 (3396) 81 (24%) 337

I

c
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Table 5.36: RELATIVE CARE BY RELATIONSHIP
TC4 C4ILD BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

" RELATIONSHIP White

Aunt or Uncle

Other

2 (79()
(33%)

3 (43%)
(50%)

1 (25%)
) (17%)

TOTAL 6 (15%) ,

k

Black 1Hispanic

N = 40

TOTAL

15 (52%)
(88%)

1 (14 %)
(6%)

1 (25%)
(6%)

17 (42%)

(4196 ).'
(71%)

3 (43%)
(18%)

2 (50%)
(12%).

17 (42%)

29
(72%)

7
(18%)

4 3
(10%)

40

Table 5.36B:r RELATIVE CARE BY RELATIONSHIP
TO CHILL! BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE
N = 41

RELATIONSHIP Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

, Grandmother or
Grandfather

Aunt or Uncle

Other,

0 (096)
(0%)

1 (12%)
(25%)

3 (75%)
(75%)

2 (7%)
(40%)

3 (38%)
(60%)

, 0 (0%)
(0%)

.

27 (93%)
(84%)

4 (50%)
(13%)

1 (25%)
(3%)

-

29
(71%)

8
(1,9%)

<
4
(10%)

TOTAL ,

. .

r
4 (10%) 5 (12%) 32 (78%)

Y 1.

41

4
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Table 5.37: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECTING 'PARTICULAR CAREGIVER
FOR PARENTS USING RELATIVE CARE BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIIO

N = 31

MAIN EASONS yhiSe.,
. /..
Black Hispanic .

.

TOTAL

,

Car ver's skill in .
ate ing children

.

Caregiver's, personality

caregiver's experience

Referred by in agency

Referred by other persons
(not an agency)

.

Good facilities

Caregiver hours flexible

Location convenient

Low number of children

Caregiver friend
or neighbor I

.
Caregiver's a relative

4E-

Only available person
,

iriksencs of children
related to child

,

Other ,

.

-

-

-
. ..

,

-

-

1

-

-

' 4'
\*-

-

-

.

.

-

..

\

-

-

2

1

-

-

-

_

1

. .

-

8

1
,

'
'-

->

.

f

.

a

.

.

3.

...,

-

-

-

-

-

1

0-
-

1

-.

1

.

.1

.

.

. . .
3

' 2

1

r

..

-

-
.,

2

1

-

19

2 `.

1

-

TOTAL '
. .

5 13 13 . 31

a
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Table1.38: ADVANTAGE' cog RELATIVE CARE

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

REASONS ,

Frequency.
. Cited

Cost

Hours

Special Service&
s

Pszent/Citregiver
Communication

Caregiver Reliability

Child's' Emotional Dyads

c.,

Other .

7°7

_ 7

7

410

8

17

TOTAL 58

,

N= 28

3%

12%

12%

28%

100%

...

1'

Iso
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Table 5.94.; PARENTS PLANNING TO TERMINATE WITHIN SIX MONTHS
BY ETHNICITY

LOS ANGELS'

N = 105

ETHNICITY NO
f

YES

I

TOTAL
,

.
,

A

White 26 (62%) 16 (38%) \ 42
.

(36%) . (50%) (4096°)

Black 23 (82%) 5 (18%) 28'
4 (32%) (169% (27%)

Hispanic c 24 (69%) 11 (31%) 35
.. '(33%) (34%) (33%)

TOTAL A 73 (70%) . . 32 (30%) 101'

VAS9

Table 5:39B: REASONS FOR TERMINATION

LOS ANGELES

N = 31

PARENTS RESPONDING

Frequency

If parent becomes unemployed

Respondent Seeking Alternative
Arrangement

Respondent Seeking Preferred
Ceire

Child Ready for. School

Other.

I'

7

4

2

3

15

TOTAL 31

11.

Percent

23%

13%

100%
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Table 5.40: DURATION PARENT INTENDS TO MAINTAIN ARRANGEMErr
4'. t,BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
°

N = 230

DURATION Spopsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

0 - 3 months 4 (20%) 7 (35%) 9 (45%) 20
(6%) (8%) ' (11%) (9%)

3- 6 months 2122%) 3 (33%) 4 (44%) 9

(3%) (4%) (5%) . '4(4%)

6 -'9 months 11 (48%) 8 (35%) - 4 (17%) 23,
(17%) (9%) (5%) (10%)

.. .
9 -12 months

.-

8 (27%)
(12%)

15 (50%)
(17%)

7 (23%)
(9%)

30
(13%)

1 year 5 (19%) 8 (30%) 14 (52%) 27

(8%) (9%) (18%) (12%)

More than 1 year 35 (29%) 45 (37%) 41 (3496) 121
(54%) (52%) (52%) (53%)

TOTAL 65 (28%) 86 (37%) 79 (34%) 230

g

t. , ......

,.

I

...

S



Table 5,414 DURATION° PA LENT INTENDS TO- MAINTAIN ARRANGEMENT
, BY ETHNICITY 7

' palLADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 222

DURATION
.

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

,

.190 - 3 months , 8 (42%) . 7 (37%) 4 (21%)
.4- (8%) 49%). , (9%) (9%)

3. - 6 months 4(57% ) 3 (43%) 0 (0%) 7 /
(4%) (4%) (0%) (3%)

. -, ,

6 - 9 months 9 (39%) ' 11 (48%) 3 (13%) 23
(9%)- (14%) (7%) (10%)

9 -12 months
C

18 (62%).'
(18%) ,

9(31%) ,

(11%)
2 (7.%)
(4%)

29
(13%)

1 year 10 (39%) > 11 (42%) 5 (19%) 26
(10%) ,(14%) (11%) (12%)

More than 1 year 49 (42%) 38 (32%) . 31 (28%) 118.

0
. (50%) (48%)- (69%) .(53%)

TOTAL IV 98 (44%) 79 (36%) . 45 (20%) 222

1

D

t

4

I

A
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Table 5.42: PARENTS' MAIN REASON FOR TERMINATING CURRENT
- ARRANGEMENT INTHE-FUTURE

'BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 96

MAIN REASON . . White Black Hispanic
,.

TOTAL

i s

Parent Movinil 11 (79916) I 3 (21%) 0 (0%) 14 ,
(23%) . (8%) (0%) (15 %)

Child will go to ,
school. 12 (52%)

: (26%)
5 (22%)
(14%)

6 (26%)
(50%)

, 23
(24%)

6

Child will go to center
when old enough 8 (32%) 15 (60%) , 2,(8%) *25

(17%) (41%) (17%) (26%)

Child will go to center ,

when space is available
.

'1 (33%)
.,

2 (67%) 0 (0%) 3

(2%) (5%) (0%) (3%Y

Low educational
quality of home 1 (20%)

.,

4 (80%) 0 (0%) 5

t

(2%) (11%) (026) ,

Home not clean
enough/safe enough 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2

(2%) (3%) . (0%) (2%)

Sponsor will determine
home/center 5 (83%) p (0%) 1 (17%) . 6

'(11%,1 (0%Y (8%) (6 %)

Financial reasons 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2

(2%) . .
(3%) (0%)- (2%)

Other ,.. 7 (44%) 6 (38%) 3 (19%) 16

(15%) (16%) (25%) (17%)

'yr

TOTAL y 47 (49%) 37 (39%) 12 (12%) 96 -,

2068
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Table 5.43: PARENTS' MAIN REASON FOR TERMINATING CURRENT
ARRANGEMENTIN THE FUTURE (ONLY PARENTS

ANTICIPATING DURATION LESS THAN 1 YEAR)
BY REGULATORY STATUE

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

= 1 0 0

,
MAIN REASON, Sponsor 4d Regulated

0

Unregulated TOTAL'

Parent moving 4 (29%) 6 (43%) 4 (29%) 14

ctigffivill go to.
school .

(13 %)

7 (29%)

(16%)

7 (29%)

(12%)

10 (42%)

(14%)

It
(23%) (18%) 131%) (24%)

Child will go to center
when old enough 9 (35%) 10 (38%) 7 (27%) 26

(30%) (26%) (22%) (26%)

Child will go to center
. when space is available 3 (75%) 4. (25%) 0 (0%) ) 4

(10%) (3%) . (0%) (4%)

Low educational
duality of home 2'(40%) 3 (60%) 0 (0%) . 5

, (7%) (8%) (0%) (5%)

Home not clean
enough/safe enough, , 0 (096)

(0%)
2 (100%)
(5%)

0 (0%)
(0%) m-

2

(2%)
-

Sponsor vliirdeterrnine
home/center - 3 (50%) 2 (33%) 1 (17%) 6

. . .-7' (10%) (5%) (3%) (6%)

Financial reasons 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2
(7%) , (0%) (0%) (2%)

Other 4--- 0 (0%) 4 (41%) 10 (59%) 17
(0 %)- (18%) (31%) (17%)

1 ---,

TOTAL 30 (30%) -.38 (38%) 32 (32%) 100
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Chapter 6.0

PARENTAL EXPECTATIONS AND SATIS4CTION

6.1 Introduction

Since parents are the consumers of fAmily day

care services, any intervention to improve services must take

their views into account. Furthermore, parental decisions
-

about the selection; maintenance, and termination'of the care

arrangehnt have a significant impact upon American children

of this generation, as family day care is, now the modal way in

which young children are cared for outside the home. It is

assumed tha-t parental criteria for making these decisions are

related to parents' general expectations of family day care and

to their satisfaction with varitus facets of the partntiar

arrangement.

Many aspects of the family day care arrangement

may affect parbntal satisfaction. One such aspect is the par-

ents' overall assessment of the suitability of the caregiver with'''.

regard to such factors as experience,-personality, concern about

children, and training in, child care. Other important aspects

include the parents' perceptions of what takes place in the

family day care home and of how well their expectatiOns are ful-

filled. The child's intellectual, emotional, social, and physical

development influence parental satisfaction. So do the physical

qualities of the day care homer including the safety of the home,



y-

(the nature of the outdoor play area (if any), the cleahliness

of the home, the kind of food served, and other physical factors.

Also important may be the parents' own nedbs for child' care,

such as hours of service and location. (The important issue

of parental satisfaction with the cost of care is treated in

Chapter 70 below.) '

CSPD approached the task otanalyzing parental

expectations and satisfaction from this broad perspective through-

out the study. Many itemein the instruments used in both study

phases reflect this coocern. All findings should be viewed within

the "Constraints of the sampling and other methodological proce-

dures discuSsed in Chapters 2.0 and 3.0 above. The results of

this analysis are summarized in Section 6.5, the final section

of -this chapter.

6.2 Parental Expectations and Satisfaction,
With Selected Family Dax Care Aspects

The issue of parental satisfaction is one of the

most important concerns of this study. By considering the

assessments that parents make of their eXpectationsof family

day ca, we can construct a clear notion of how the consumers

'of family day care'evaluate day care services.

This chapter cannot elucidate the possible psycho-

logical impact upon some parents when they leave their young

children with_ others for daytime care because they choose to

work or are seeking, schooling or other iailitional training

This experience, central to contemporary American ..family life
r'
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and childrtaring practice, is likely to le varied, complex,

and profound; revealing findings can be expected to emerge from

further research. on this, phenomenon.

6.2.1 Parefls' Priorities for Child Care and Their
Children

All parents ih the study responded to open-ended

questions that explored their expectations for themielves and

their children. Thirty percent of the parents in Philadelphia

and San Antonio'stated that their primary requirement'was a

reliable 'caregiver (Table 6.1). Twenty-six 'percent of the

respondents indicated that they wanted their children to develo

conceptual and linguistic kills. A substantial percentage (2 %)

, -

expressed confern,that their children be well cared for. The
i .

neesefor good nutrition (21%) and the need for emotional support

(21%) were important as.well. Respondents also cited as pytorii-

ties socialization (19%), the need for a home-like atmosphere

(194); go&i-disciiaine (18 %), a safe and clean environment (15%),

and the ,need for their children to learn physical skills (12%)

(Tables 6.1 and 6,3).
A

In Los Angeles, however, data"reflected a stronger
4

tMphaSis on emotional suppott for the child (Tables 6.2 and 6.4).

This was mentioned by 42% of the parents. A safe clean, .place

for the child emerged as the second priority (27%), and the need

for a dependable, reliable caregiver was mentioned by 191. Educa-

tional training was a priority for 14% of the parents, as was good
1

nutrition.
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vi* Users of all homes,' whether sponsored, regulated,.

or unregulated, indicated this pattern of priorities. Similarly,
.

there Were few dramatic differences by ethnicity. Closer and

more intensive study of the childrearing and day care preferences

ofparedts from the three ethnic groups would more'precisely

determine' real and imagined differences between them with regard

to these variables.
1).

Special Needs of Children

When asked what their children's special and

unusual needs were beyond basic day care, parents in Philadelphia

and San Antonio most commonly mentioned the need to be with

other children, with 27% of those patients noting this special

need. Seventeen percent reported their children required toilet

training and 13% mentioned infant care:and'tending (Tables 6.5

and 6.6). A few parents (9%) cited the need for special medica-
Alr

tion. Tri Los Angeles 29 parents cited such needs as toilet

training, special ten_tion because of overactivity, and feeding

requirements. .Very few had children with known learning disabil-

ities or mental-handicaps. However, the special needi of children

A
with, these conditions ma'y still be A matter for some concern

because handicapped parents and children are not adequ'ately repre-

sented in the study. Though there were no major differences by

home 'type, there was one ethnic difference, namely the more pro-

nounced concern of White parents that their children have oppor-

tunities to interact with other children.
7
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Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio generally

felt that their children's special needs were met all of the

time (67%) or most of the time (23%), as noted in Tables 6.7A

and 6.78. Parents in Los Angeles, by an overwhelming margin,

said that their needs were met satisfactorily. Only 10%-of the

Philadelphia and San Antonio parents responded that the care-

giver met their children's special needs only some of the

time or never. Those parents with children in regulated homes

ire frequently reported that their caregivers met the needs

of their children all of the time./

In summation"what emerges from parents' general

statements about their children's needs in family day care is a

piCture'of normal young children whose parents want them to

'demplop conceptually in a home-like environment. Parents want

a reliable caregiver who provides strong emotional support to the

children, good discipline, good nutrition, and opportunities for

socialization. Parents perceived that their caregiver satisfac-

torily bandled,special-or unusual needs.

Parent Satisfaction with Location,, Physical"'
Characteristics of the Home, and Nutrition

Beyond what parents want and need in'family day

care is the question of bow they assess what they believe they are

actually getting from current arrangements. Haw do they feel

about the specific aspects of their present, family day care homes?

:-1
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.Location

One of the first,and'most obvious 'concerns 4th

a day care arrangement is location. Predictably, Black and

Hispanic parents.tended to use caregivers closer to home,than

did White parents. While 69% of White parents used caregivers

who were more than a,few blocks away, only 46% of Black and .

59% of Hispanics did so (Tables 6.8A and 6.88). This may be ex-

plained by the presence among Blacks and Hispanics of a strong-.

er tradition of informal child care arrangements, and by a

greater retention of thq.structures and supports of the extended

family than is the present experience of many segments of the

White commOnity (Billingsley, 1968).

The most positiye feelings.on caregiver location

reported by parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio related

to the proximity of the day care home-to the parents' fesidence.

Some of the homes were apparently 'close to parents' places of

employment or to a sibling's day-care or school, which clearly

figurled into parental decisions regarding location. There were ,

no dramatic differences among parents hy regulatory status or

. ethnicity on this variable (Tables 6.9A and '6.98). Seventy-two

pefrcent of the parents in Los Angeles were very satisfied with

the location of their caregiver (Table 6.55). In general, the

location of the family day care home was important, but not

a subject of great dissatisfaction. In LOs Angeles; only 10%

of parents were dissati fied with. the location.

6-6 P 224
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Physical Characteristics

Philadelphia and San Antonio respondents were

askeddirectly how satis9od they were with a number of physlcal

0
characteristics of their day care home. The level of satisfaction

with these characteristics was found to be generally high, and

there were few distinctions in the. pattern of satisfaction among

sponsored, regulated, and unregulated homes, or among White,

Black, _and Hispanic parents in either site.

Ninety-one percent of the Philadelphia and Sari'

Antonio parents found that there was enough space in their

family day care homes, 1% said there was too much.space, and

8% noted.too little space (Table 6.10A and 6..1.0B).9 Ninety-two;

percent said the lighting was at thecight level, while 8.

said that lighting was insufficient(Table 6.11A and 6.11B).

Ninety-two percent said the temperature was correct, ,Thile the

rest said it was either too warm or too cold (Table 6.12A and

6.12B). Ninety-one percent said the home was-clean enough, while

9% said it could be cleaner or was not clean (Table 6.13A and

6.13B). For all these aspects of the physical environment--space,

light, temperature, and cleanliness - -90% or more V parents'

were slatiified.or very pleased, while fewer than tine in ten

experiended some level of dissatisfaction. Although thi;p10% of

dissatisfied parents is'a small number, it suggests enough of

a problem to warrant the care and attention of the parent who

is concerned with high quality care. These findingi indicate

that-not every home will be physically satisfactory, though

. )

most will be.
.4
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Nutrition

Parentkwere less satisfied with the food served.,

Some 15% of Philadelphia and San AntOnio'respondents said their

caregivers sometimes served foods that were undesirable--junk

foods or salty foods, for example. Among respondents who relied

on their caregiver for food, White and Black parents were

more likely to find deficiencies than were Hispanic parents,

. and parents using sponsored or.unregulated homes were.moreA4keIy

to be dissatisfied with food service than were those using regu-

lated homes (Tables 6.14A and 6.14B). Many parents (approxi-

mately 33%) did not rely on caregivers for food, but sent all

or part of their children's food to the family day care home.

This mArle a reflection of an intense parental concern with
2

nutrition.

In initial interviews, as reported in Chapter

5.0, parents and caregivers talked most at Out nutrition in the

family day care home. Additionally, when pArents were asked

a series of questions exploring later communications') with4their*

caregiver, their concern about their child's eating habits was

evident. To the question "What kinds of things do you most

often ask the caregiver about your child ?," 49% responded "How

the child .has eaten.," (The chiles behavior during the day

was the concern of the majority--63%--of parents.) Respondents

in Philadelphia and San Antonio also answered the question

"What information is most helpful to you regarding your child?"
4

.
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Next to the child's behavior, cited by 50% of parents as most
. ,,

.
.

helpful,'"How the child has eaten" was considered most helpful
e

1

by 36% of parents.

6.2.3 Parent Satisfaction with Group Composition in
the Home -

Group composition was an issue of some concern

to parents, and it is one of the most common focal points for

regulation. Group composition embraces both the size of the

group and the age mix of the children (in care. Regulations

frequently deal With these in--tIndem--for example, by limiting

the total number, of permissible children more stringently when

an infant is in dare.

c./

Group Size

The, concern with the number of children in care

did not figure as strongly in,responses to general questions on

day,care preferences as it did in responses to-more direct, speci-

fic itemg. Fully 57% of the Philadelphia and San Antonio study

parents said that group size was,very important; 38%,said

was of some importance; only 5% indicated that this issue was of
3

no importance (Tables 6.15A and 6.15B). This pattern of interest

prevailed for each ethnic and regulatory group. Reporting their

feelings about'what they were actually experiencing in this

regard, 81% of thes,e respondents said an appropriate number of

children were in care, while some 20% said there were either too

Many (5%) or too few (15%),(Table 6.16).
ti
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It is interesting that only 5% said there were-

too many children, which may reflect the small home sizes in the

study sample. This reinforct the finding, reported earlier,

that therewg0 an intense concern with providing association with

other.children. This need may be a result of the dwindling average

size ornew families in the U.S. population during the past gen

eration or so. The increasingly frequent single child family may

be stimulating a rising parental concern with finding playmates

far.their-children. Te who must work, who choose to do so,

or who require child care for some other reason may look to

family day care or other forms of day care to provide, this

experience.

Age Mix

A/corollary issue is the mix of ages in the day

care home. Some parents may want their children to be with

others the same age,. Others may want them to be with,older or

younger children, and still others may want their offspring
%

to experience a variety of ages in the day 'care home, in simu

lation of a familial age distribution. Philadelphia and San

'Antonio parents were asked to.make agpothetical choice between

a careglirer keeping children of the same age, and ode with a mix
0

of ages. Both caregivers would have the same training and experi

ence. While a few parents (5%) were. indifferent to the issuer

'most (60%) prefered a mix of ages (Table 6.17A and 6.17B). A

strong minoOty (35%) preferred their child to be with children

of the same age.

6-10
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The great majority of parents (86%) were satis-

fied with the age mix of their childrenq family day care home

(Table 6.18). Thirteen percent of those responding were dissat-

isfied. Most of those dissatisfied '(9% of the total) said the

other children were too young, while only 3% of the total said

they were too old; a very few, barely 1%, said the other children

were both too young and too old.

6.2.4 Parent Expectations and. Satisfaction with
the Caregiver

A number of caregiver characteristics and prac-

tices were revealed to be of special concern in the parent

component of the National Day Care Home Study.

Education and Experience

Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio were asked

to choose between two hypothetical caregivefs: one was just out

of college and held a degree in early childhood education, and the

other had completed high school and had five years.of day care

experience. Both would care for the same number of children- -five.

The, majority. (82%) preferred the second caregiver (Table 6.20A

and 6.20B), a strong endorsement of practical experience over

higher education as a qualification for the provision of adequate

care. While there was little difference by regulatory status on

this question, Whites and Blacks valued college education over

experience 'more frequently than Hispanics.
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Faced with the necessity of,choosing among several

potential caregivers limited in bOth education and experience, ,

parents would obviously resort to other decision criteria.

Level of Supervision

A number of other matters were significant as par-'

ents confronted their deepeart concerns with caregiver practices.

A key aspect of caregiver practice is the level of supervision

the caregiver provides. Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio

were asked to assess the likelihood of caregivers luviri% children

.--nsupervised. Most of the 234 parents responding to this query

(93%) said it vas not likely that their caregiver would behave

in this way (Tables 6:214 and 6.21B). Only a few (7%) reported

that it was somewhat likely or very likely. This pattern repre-

sents a strong statement of basic parental confidence in care-

givers, Furthermore, when directly asked about, their satisfaction

with the amount of supervision, parents in Philadelphia and

San Antonio overwhelmingly reported that the supervision in the

home was sufficient (Tables 6.22A and 6.22B). Only 4% said that

ere was not enough supervision, and only one parent said that
,

the supervision was excessive. This pattern'was consistent across

ethnicity and, regulatory status. Overall, parents appeared not

only satisfied with but very confident in their caregivers.

Safety in the Home

Parents were asked to report accidents involving

their child in the family day care home. 'Twenty percent of

6-12.?JU
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those responding in Philadelphia and San Antonio said their

children had been in accidents with their current caregivers

or with previous ones (5%) (Table 6.23A and 6.238). Parents

using unregulated care were somewhat more likely to report

_accidents with current orpast caregivers, with more than
1

one in four (28%) reporting such incidents, ,while only one in

,ten (11%) of those using regulated care and only one in five

(19%) of those using sponsored care did so-(Table 6.23A). There

was very little difference among parents of different ethnicities.

DisciplinT

Discipline is one of the most controversial aspects

of childrearing. Psrents in Philadelphia anq San Antonib were

asked "How important is it for your caregiver to discipline your

chid in pretty much the same way you do?" Eight-two percent said

it was very.important and ,17% said it was of some importance; only

2% felt it was not important that their caregivers discipline in

the same way (Tables 6.24A and 6.24B). Little difference was

apparent among pajents of various ethnicities, but there was a

slightly*greater tendency for those in unregulated homes to

feel that disciplinary consistency was very important. All

parents responding in Los Angeles found their caregiver's dis-

ciplinary practices satisfactory.

Availability of Caregivers to Provide Care

0,;

-Parents expected and apparently required caregivers

-id meet their needs for hours of care. For example, 92% of the
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parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio felt it was very impor-

iant that their-Caregivers allow them to drop of and pick up

their children at times convenient for themselvei ()Tables 6.25A

0

and 6i..25B). Data from interviews with caregivers on this issue
. ,,v

revealed that4n,Los Aneles and Philadelphia, apivoximatelylkO%

of (the providers had established a set pick -up time; in San

Antonio, however, only half the caregivers interviewed expected

. parentk.s to pick up thdirchildren at a specifiedtlie (Vol II,

AAI, 1980).
'Most parents (97%) indicated that the caregiver's

062"

availability to provide care as needed was either' very imOrtint

or of some- importance, with little variatfon' -home,,type or
. %

ethnicity 6.26A and 6.26B). Parente tlonally had

fftiow feelings about the provision of care by a substitute

provider. :Nearly three'outof four parents (73%) stated that

was very important to them that sUch.subs0.tutions not'occur,

and ari IdditIOnal 23% indicated this to be bf some importance

(Tables 2027A and 6.278). 014y 4% said, that sua'substifutioqs-

were unimportant. White, Blacktiand Hispanic parents felt about

the same level of:concern,-but there was a greater tendency for

parents using i gulaied and unregulated care to say that avoiding

substitutions yeas very important. This difference may be attrib-
.

utable to thefact* that a oommon feature of sponsored homes is *:

caregiver substitution to provide coverage.forArregiver vacation,
rt

illness, or other time off. 'Hence, caregiver substitution may,

,in many instances, be a positive,event enhancing the quality and

'
consistency of bare.

(-
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* Only aufew parents in Sin Antonio and_ Philadelphia

-(4%) reported that their caregivers often found other people to 4

care for their children. Parents, in this respect, seemed to

have fulfilled a priority by finding dependable, reliable care-
givers. This conclusion is apparent, also, from a sTies of

-,
questions thit asked parents how often their caregiver could not

occurrencesprovide care and what impact such-occurrences had upon them.

Fifty-one percent in Philadelphia and San Antonio
said there wgs neVera time when their caregivers could not pro-
vide care Ii4bles 6.28A and 6.288). Almost all Los Angeles

respondents reported, their caregivers were always available.

Notably, Hispanic parents in the sample more frequently said

that their caregivers were always available when needed. Par-

,t/lenis using-sponsored homes were more likely to report that

their caregiver was sometimes unavailable than were those

using either iegtqatecroitunregule0ed care. The report of high

availability among Hispanic parents,may be partially explained

by the significant propOrtron of relatives who cared for their

xthildren., The comparatively low airailability)of sponsored care-

givers maybe explained byopome of the more formalized aspects

of family day care in sponsored hmes Such homes may-be more

like businesses than the somewhat less formal unregulated and
4

even regulated homes. Most family day care systems have policies

various, kirids,3intended to ensure the unifoimity of day- care

quality throughout the system, with some even limiting ours of
care. Chese regulations may render many aspects of care more
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business-like and less like an extension of the family

structure and relatibnships.

Nearly half (49%) the respondents (116) in Phila-

delphia and San Antonio reported that there had been occasions

when their providers were not available. In these instances,

who took care of the children? Parents themselves provided

care as reported by 26% of the sample, 26% turned to relatives,

and 26% said their caregivers had substitute. providers available.

Sixteen percent relied on'friends and neighbors.

The last 'two questions in the series explored

the frequency of the caregivers'
unavailability in the previous

three months, and whether these occurrences
represented a prob-

lem for parents. Of the 1190respondents, 34 reported there hid,

not been a,time in-the last three months when their caregivers

were unavailable. However, 47 parents,
/
or 40%, said there had

7
been one such occurrence, ,17% reported there-haoLbeen two, 7%

said,it had happened three times, and 8% said their caregivers

could not provide care on more than three occasions. The par-
,

enis reporting frequent occurrences represent onlyA% of the

total tamiAe in Philadelphia and San Antonio, which is' consis-
t

tent with the percentage of parents who said their caregiver

frequently obtained the services of substitute prOviders.

Those parents reporting any degreemof caregiver_

unavailability in the previous three months were asked if such

, A

-unavailability represented a problem for them. Seventy -six

percent said it-wasnot a problem and 24%, or 20 parents, said

6-16



it was (Table 6.29A and 6.29B). Whites and Blacks were more
ho

likely to cite difficulty than Hispanic's.

. ,In summary, the data suggests that caregivers, as

parentb perceived them, are conscientious and dependable. 'It

is remarkable/ given the long hours of care, that over half the,

sample of parents said their caregivers were always there when

they.needed them. Of those reporting occasional times when care-

givers could not care for their children, very few indicated this

to be a problem.

6;2.5 Parent Satisfaction with Activities in the
Family Day Careaome

, ,APareiits' feelings about the- activities their chil-
,

dren.,,experitepce inZthe

---

. ,the parenttnieerviewe'

Philadelphiaind.Sen An
4i4

actIvitiesiinithe home,

family day care horie were explored in

Seciepty-one percent of the parents in

tonio said they were satisfied with the

while 29% expressed the view that the

activities were satisfactory but could be improved (Table 6.30A

and 6.308).onlrond parent was completely dissatisfied with

the program in the family day care home. A.few,more Hispanic

and Black Rarents.(34% and 32%, respectively) feltle program
4

could be improved than did White parents (24%).'A firm majority

of parents in Los Angeles were satisfied with their' child's

ice vities fTabIe 6.56).

More than ondChalf (52%) pf the parents who felt°

,the ogtam in the provider's home could be improved would have

pre erred more.emphasis on the development of conceptual and

6-17 235
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linguistic skills (Table 6.31). This groupTepresents 12% of

the respondents4in Philadelphia and San Antonio. This finding

is entirely consistent with the earlier observation that many

parents were interested in the intellectual development of

their children in family day care. FUrthermore, the reader

will recall that 48% of the parents in Philadelphia an0 San

Antonib did not have their children in the care of'their choice

1Table 5.32). Of these, 53% (representing:25% of the total

sample) preferred center-based care, which is often perceived

as emphasizing conceptual -and language skill development. Table

6.31 indicates that. another 19% of the parents who expressed

dissatisfaction wj.th the program wanted more emphasis on the_

development of'physical skills and abilities. The remaining 'per-i
0

1
ents expressed a preference for more social activities (5%),

other activities (7%), or a combirwtion of those mentioned pre-

viously (17%).

The parent interview further exploied parents'

program preferences by asking respondents to choose one of two

hypothetical caregivers with the same training and experience.

Both would emphasize educational activities. But, while one would

allow children a lot of.freedom to chose their activities, the

other wood& direct most of the children's learning activities.

Parents chose he more free environment by a ratio of three' to

two (61% to 40%?, with patents using sponsored homes preferring
4

direction (55%) more often than those using regulated (30%) or

unregulated homes (38%)'(Table 6.32A). More Black (48%) aild

6-18
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Hispanic parents (48%) preferred caregiireft who planned and

I

directed the children's activities' than did White parents (30%)

(Table 6.32B).

Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio -also chose

between two distinct family day care home programs. Both'hypot-

thetical pioviders would care for the same number of children,

and both would have the same traehih) and.experience. in'one

home there would be considerable play equipment. The children

would spend most of their time in supervised play. In the second

home, the caregiver would emphasize lear4ning, 'and'the children

would spend most of their tite with the caregiver in learning.

activities. Nearly three out of *pur .(71%) parents chose the

environment emphasizing learning (Table 6.33A1. Of those parents

who preferred play activities (24%), nearly half (47%) had their

children in regulated homes. Black and Hispanic parents 470

and 43%, respectively) preferred the environment emphasizing

learning more ofteig than did White;parents (Table 6.33B)..'It

should be recognized that these were forced choice questions

requiringi" choice between two rather stark alternatiVes, while

the normal choice is not so clear. Children learn from Isaaying

as well as from mordirected learni,pg activities; the caregivers

who allow'freedom of choice must also 'Plan and supervise.

To summarize, sotel;arepts were not entirely

satlified with the program of activities in the family day care

homqs. More Black and Hispanic patents felt thing way than did

*White parent's. Of those who expressed dissatisfaction, many 4h1)

v\t
11.
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wanted their caregivers to emphasize conceptual-and language

skill development. This preference was consistent with the

choice of the majority of parents for caregivers who provide a

variety of learning experience s. Parents wanted caregivers to

allthr a choice of activities; they also preferred that the care-
-.

givers themselves participate with the children.

6.2.6 Special Services Provide d in the Home
r

Statements were elicited fiom study parents on

-the availability and use of special services in the family day
0

care home, such as care for a sick child orcare on weekends

or overnight. Among parents in Los Afigeles, 45% reported the

availa6alitl, of evening care--the most frequently available

special service.qp/Thirty-five percent said their caregivers pro-
. e: I

vided weekend care, 20% reported the availability of overnight

care, rand 27% indicated their caregivers" would .keep a seriously

illiChild (Table 6.34). 'Where available? parents used the ser-
-.4,-

vice and expressed satisfaction with its quality (Table 6.55).

The Los Angeles datk suggested that if parents
4 s.

did not need a particular seGice, they t,nded not ,to know

whether their caregiver pfovided it. Therefore, the appr-Oach

to this issue was remised in the instrument used in. Phila4elphia

.and San Antonio. Parents were first asked about their need for.11.
a particular servide..If-they expressed a need, them...the respond-

ents were asked a series of further'questions concerning the

availability, use, cost, and, satisfaction with the particular

- 6-20
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special.service, ViWer parents (15%) 'in Philadelphia and %an

Antonio (Table 6.35) reported the availability of overnight care

than in Los Angeles (45%). Only 16% reported that their care-

givers provided weekend care, and only 19% said that care for,

a seriousI ill child was 'available.

These results are substantiated by data obtained

from the caregivers. Independent caregivers were less flexible

'and less willing to provide other types of special or after-hours

care other than carevfor mildly ill children. For example, across

sites, typically less than one-third of the providers interviewed

ind'cated they cared for children when they were seriously ill '

or during the evening; overnighttand weekend care was found

even Bess often. Moreover, most caregivers were very reluctant

to provide care for Children when it had not been previously

arranged' with the child's parents. Thus, although the potential

for flexibility ie much greater in homes than in centers, many,

family day care m9thers did.not feel it was within the realm

of their respohsibility to adapt their 'routines to provide these

additional 'services. Vol II, AAI, 1980.)

While it might be anticipated that the sponsored'
. .

homes in a network designed to offer special services would

indeed offer more of these services more often, this -Was not )
A

confirmed bythe findings. Parents using the 35 sponsored homes

in Los Angeles reported the special services available to them

(Table 6.36). ,,Responses indicated that 15 parents did not

know 'Whetheri'special services we're provided or not. This is

2'39
6-21



o

understandable because caregivers in Los Angeles operatirig

sponsored holes do not have exclusive use agreements - -that is,

they may serve famili, who ar" not .referred through the spon-

soring agency. Therefore, there were undoubtedly parents who

_were unaware of the affiliation of the home with a,-family day

care system.

* In Philadelphia and San Antonio, however, several

services were more readily available (Table 6.37). Of the parents

using the 67 sponsored homes, almost all reported they received

help with finding day care, and 47 reported, that the sponsoring
,

agency would provide help in communicating with the caregiver.

Thirty of the.67 parents said that financial, help was available

from the sponsoring agency, and 24 indicated the' availability

of educational services. A number of other services were also

available, though not consistently throughout the-sample. The

levels of satisfaction with these services were high (Table 6.37),

as they were for services reported by parents in Los Angeles.

, The resultsof this focused consideration of

special services that are offered'in sponsored homes suggest

th'at while some services maybe widely available in the sponsored

home environment,, others, such as additional hours of cpre in

the evening and,on weekends, may be available only rarely. Many

parents claimed a need for the more institutionally-oriented

services; however, these services did not figure prominently

in the basic needs summarized at the beginning of this chapter.

Furthermore, the availability of these services -may, not be
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critical to parents when they assess their experience with

family day care. The availability of the caregiver and the

program of activities may be more fundamental.

0.3 Overall Parent Satisfactior( with the Arrangement

En Philadelphia- and San Antonio, parent satis-

faction was approached indirectly by exploring, for example,

advantages of family day care that parents had not anticipated,

as well as their unmet expectations. Parents described nega-

tive experiences their child may have had, and their Own assess-
/

merit of what their. child was getting out of the family day care

arrangement. Finally,, a series of questions explored parents'

perceptions of their child's feelings about the caregiver and

their own wri ingness to recommend their caregiver to others (

seeking child care.

Unexpected Benefits From Family Day Care

Among the most interesting measures of parental

satisfaction are reports of unexpected benefits derived from

day care. One-half (51%) of the parents in San Antonio and

Philadelphia repcTted receiving unexpectedpenefits from

the arrangement (Tables 6.38A and 6.38B). White and Hispanic

.parents tended to report slightly more frequently that they

had received such benefits. There' was no major difference among

_parents using various types of care. The nature of the benefits

was remarkable. Nearly-One-half (47%) the parents reporting



unexpected benefits from family day care said that their children

-received much more individual attention than they had.anticipated

(Table 6.39). The observation data substantiates the perceptions

of parents. Caregivers spent approximately 50% of their time

interacting with children in some way. The most frequent type

of interaction wadrsome'form otteaching, occurring14%:of the

total observed time in 98% of the family day care homes. A con-
.

derable portion of the time caregivers were not directly involved

wi h children was spent in preparing food or pray activities or

in iionitoring play (17% of thobserved time). Caregivers spent

ve y little time with other adults or in lesiure activities,

suc as reading or watching television. Caregivers were actually

he children only 11% of the time. (Vol. III, SRIout of range o

International, 19

benefits, each not -d by fewer,than 10% of

these parents, included the favorable pact of the ,caregiver's

personality on the child, good nutritio or food at:no added

cost, and the teaching of physical skill the child by the

caregiver.

In contrast to the substantial incide ce of

'unexpected benefits cited by 51% of the parents, only a very

few (13,parents) said their expectations had not been t

(Tables 6.40A and 6.40B). This contrast is in itself a strong,

general endorsement of family ddy care by parents, th= bpic

,consumers of these services.

242
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Parents responded to another question exploring

unmet expectations and dissatisfaction: Is there anything

that you want your child to get out of the family day care ar-

rangements, that he/she may not be getting :lbw?" The majority

(64%) did ndt express any expectation that had riot been met.

Of those who did, representing only a small fraction of the

Philadelphia and San Antonio respondents, 18% cited the absence

of conceptual and linguistic skill development; 8% had expected

more learning of,hysical skills; and almost as many parents

(7%) had expected more opportunities for their children to

socialize (Tables 6.41A and 6.41E). There were no basic dif-

ferences by either ethnicity or regulatory status.

di Negative Experiences

Among theomost dramatic, though not necessarily

the most valid, measures of parent satisfaction with family day

care is the incidence of bad experiences of children in this

form of day care. Only one in ten (11%) of the parents in Phila-

delphia and San Antonio said their children had had a negative

experience with the caregiver (Tables 6.42A and 6.42B). White

.parents were somewhat more likely to report such events than

Black or Hispanic parents. Children in sponsored homes were

slightly, more likely to have had a-negative experience than

those in either regulated or unregulated homes. The nature of0.-

the experience was also revealing. Twenty-two percent of the

parents (3% of the total sample) reporting such incidents said
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their child had been injured;.19% (3% of the total) indicated

the bad experience was related to inadequate supervision; 14%

(2% of the total) said their child,had been left unattended;

and another 14% (2% of the total) said their child had been

physically abused (Table 6.43).. Other types of ba;experiences

included inappropriate discipline (8%,, or 1% of the total), emo-

tional abuse (8 %, or 1% of the total), and the presence of a

safety hazard (6 %, ,ar less than 1% of the total). Some of the

parents reporting bad experiences reported multiple incidents.

Benefits to the Child from Family Day Care

The instrument explored the.benefits parents'

thought their children derived from the experience. The ques-

tion poped was "Whit do ,you think your child is getting aut of

the family day care arrangement?" The most prominent benefit

was socialization, mentioned by 62% of the respondents in

Phiadelphia and San Antonio (Tables 6.44A and 6.44B). This

is related to the need stated by parents, reportea previously,

for their child to be with other childrei. While socialization

is a general and in some senses vague concept, it is clear

that parents want thei4 children tolearn.how to deal with

others smoothly and competently. The second most frequently

cited benefit for the child. from family day care was learning

conceptual and linguistic skills, mentioned by,33% of respond-

ents in Philadelphia and San Antonio. Twenty -two percent of

these parents mentioned the presence of a homelike atmosphere

9 4
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as a benefit of family day care not available in the more for-

mal setting.of the day care center. Almost as many parents ,

(19%) mentioned'emotional support for their children as a

benefit. Others mentioned the learning of physical skills

(12%), good discipline (11%), good supekvision (10%), good

nutrition (6%), the presence of a dependable and reliable care-

giver (3%),,and/or the presence of a safe and clean gnvironment

1 % ) .

9The pattern of these data suggests general sat-

isfaction with family day care and the caregiver as assessed /-

against the pattern of stated needs presented earlier. There

was greater emphasis on cognitive learning benefits among parents

using sponsored care, greater emphasis on socialization among

parents using sponsored and regulated care, and slightly greater

emphasis on a home-like atmosphere among those using regulated

and unregulated care. The only inter-ethnic difference of conse-

quence was that White and Hispanic parents mentioned.,the'home-

like atmosphere somewhat more.frequently than Blacks.

The Child's Attitude towards the Caregiver

Another measure of the patentsimerall satis-

faction with family day care'is how they perceive their

child's attitude towards the caregiver. Though this is but

one of many aspects of parent satisfaction, it is significant

because a child'slunhappiness with the caregiver may result

in parental dissatisfaction. Though the child's satisfaction,

wei
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'as repr9.ented -by a, positive attitude toward the caregiver,

may be 'a necessary conditibm for parental satisfattion, it is

not a sufficient one. This is because parentel may want a good

dehl more from day-care thih emokigna* supporefor

the most plausible underlying cause of a child's positive atti-

ude toward the aegiver.

,

A

In Philadelphia and San Antonio,*76% of respond

ents reporteethattheir'child'W a loving attitude toward his

per. caregiver (Tables 6.45A and 6.45B). Another 9% said

theft' child's attitude was friendly, though not loving. Only 2%

considered their child indifirent/ and no parents reported

that their child, disliked his or her caregiver. The majorit

parents in -Los Angeles reported that t4ir child:loved 4

friendly with her. Elfbn though only a few parents "mentioned

emotional support for their child as one of thenefiete of

family day care, recall that in Los Angeles particularly., 42% of

the-respondents expresied emotional support as a priority. It

is probable that most parents. take the need for *motional sup- 0

'.port for granted.
.xitt

There were no .considerable differences-among per-

ents,by ethnidity on this characteristic. Parents using regulatet
4P. ,

P and unrelated dare tended to report a'loving attitude towardsattitude
. I *

catlgivers-sliohtly more often man parents using sponsored care, f1-

however. This may have been a result of the more structured a

quAlty that may be charad4mristic of sponsored care, and of the

greater number of caregivArs who Aro relatives in regulated sile.

tt..
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nre ulated homes, It may also be a function of the duration
,

of the particular arrangements.

Willingness to Recommenditthe Caregiver to
Other Parents, )

'Perhaps the most persuaelve measure of overall

parent satisfaction is the willingness of parents to recomm4d

their caregivers to others seeking care. This is a very real

consider t . Parents_jh fact consult one another on caregiver

availability, and shtfsfaction with their day care aFrangements.

Parents who are friends may cohsider each other's recommendations

very seriously. Fully 83% of parents in Philadelphia and San
J

Antonio would recommend heir caregivers to friends (Tables

6.46A and 6.46B). This is a high proportion and is perh*s;the
4'

most credible index of parent satisfaction. There was very little

difference among parents by ethnicity on this measure, but those

using sponsored and regulated care were slightly more likely to
.

''`N"h44recommend a'caregiver to a friend than those using unregulajed

care. Though no partidular reason' predominated among the parents
;

who -were willing to heir providers, caregiver. experience
.

iiaai, mentioned by 1'6 %, as w s caregiver personality (16 %) (Table

'6.47). Caregiver skill,in teaching children was ald*mentioned

prominently by 15% of the parents, as was-caregiver reliability

(16%). A number,of other reasons, listed in Table 6.47, were

also mentioned.

The major reason for not recommending a caregiver

was that the caregiv2r would not take any more children. This

was mentioned by 47% ,of those w4p would not recommend, their
1

a 44
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caregivers (Table .6.48). Caregiver refusal to take more children

than can be well served by available resources in the family day

care home is an in4ication of quality and responsibility.

6.4 Resources to Remedy Deficiencies

. .

Analysis of parental satisfaction requires an

assessment of the resources available to parents to remedy the

deficiencies they may find their family, day care homes.

This element of the analysis is essential to the construction

of a more complete picture of this key form of day care in the

United States. To say that parents are satisfied or dissat-

isfied with this or that aspect of their family day care homes

without projecting directions that the relationships may take'in

the future ksito render a very limited presentation of the dynam-
4

Ica of parent/caiegiver relations.
(

Basically two options are open to parents who

are dissatisfied: they can terminate the relationship and

find other care for their child, or they can work with their

present caregiver-to remedy perceived deficiencies. Mutually

satisfactory relationships may last a number of years, enduring

until the parent's needs Change, the'child's needs change (he--P!

or she. goes to a day care center or to school, for example),

or the caregiver ceases' rendering day care services. Child care ,

arrangements involving relatives were generally:found, in the

caregiver component .of this study; to endure longei.. On the other

hand, there is some evidence, presented in Chaptir 5.01.that



5'

'parents will quickly remove their childre from day care tales

hat are fundadentallY objectionable to the ..The relatively

high levels of satisfaction reported.in the previous section

may be the result of this quick termination by dissatisfied

parents.

If the parent elects the other 'option, and at-
.

tempts to deal with dissatisfactions by working with ehe caregiver

to Improve the level of performance, the availability of social

service resources for communication and confkict resolution will

likely have a direct effect upon.the probability of success.

6.4.1 Parent/Caregiver Relationships

One such potential resource that can facilitate

communicatio about deficiencies and other problems is tY

irexistence qce fa'personal reli'tionship between arent and care-

giver.' It may be useful- for the parent and caregiver to have

known each other for some time prior to making the,child care
k

'arrangement under study, although the data show that a maj6rf-

ty of parents (63 %) knew theircaregivers onlysince,pare, began,

(Tables 6.49A and '6.49B). Typically, there was no prior relation-

ship, but'in most of the remaining cases irrPhiladelphia and

San Antonio (67%) parents and caregivers knew each other at least

.one year prior to the,- arrangement. Most of the parents who had
7-

this prior relationship were users 6f regulated or unregulated

care.-This had-been expected, since sponsored care is associated

with agencies and other social institutions, while non-spon-
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sored care is more dependent on friendship and kinship networks

within the comtunity. Support for this observition.was found

in the caregiver data which xamined the caregivers' community

ties and child'recruitment actices (Vol. II, AAI, 1980).

Also as expected, Black and Hispanic wants were somewhat

more likely to have known their caregivers for more than one

year prior to the initiation of care. This may be explained in

par by the higher incidence of care by a relative among Black

and Hispanic parents and, in general, by the more closely main-

tained friendship and kinship networks within Black and Hispanic
11

lower class communities (Billingsley, 1968):

The went/Caregiver relationship -was examined

further. 'Of the 270 parents in the study sample who used non-

relative care, fully one-third said they had a close personal

friendship with their caregiver; 54% described-,tkeir relation -

fhip as one of casual.friendship;and 13% said the relationship

Was businesslike (Tables 6.50A and 6.50B). Predictably, the

closeness of the' relationship was inversely related to the de-

gree of regulation, with close personal friendships occurring

more frequently among parents using unr ated care.(38 %)

than among those using regulated care (31%) or sponsored care

(29%). Moreover, there was considerable interethilic difference,

with close personal friendships reported more frequently among

Hispanics (42%) than among Blacks (33%) or Whites (26%).. Almost

all parents in Los Angeles were satisfied with the degree of

their communication with their caregiver.
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This considerable degree of personal relationship

betweeh parents and caregivers mayf&cilitate communication on

problems that could otherwise evolve into parental dissatisfac-

-
- $

tions. tmleN however, has observed'that "arrangements between

friends are destined to be fraught with tension" (Emlen, Donog-

hue, and Clarkson,,' 1974, p. 290.). The closeness of the 'relation-

ship may detract from the ability of parent and caregi'ver to
c.)

.

resolve differences. One such situation may arise between

parents and caregivers who are relatives, particularly when
. .

the caregiver, is the mother of the gdrent. fhteriiiewers in tos

Angeles sensed that many parents whose children were cared for

by their mothers or mothers-in-lw were-reluctabt-tb discuss

problems that cars. Though arrangements invoing relatives

typically endure longer than others( -ad noted in the caregiver

study)', they may be subject to some tension when communication

concerning problems is restricted.

About half of the parents in Philadelphia and San

Antonio (51%) said they had asked ,their.cAregivers for advice

on childrearing (tables,6.51A ana 6.51B). Though there was lit-
)

tle difference by ethnicity, parents using unregulated homes
f

tended to seek.advice from"the paregizer most often, and those

using sponsored homes sought advice least often. This tend6ncy

'suggests that there may. be an inverse relationship between

the degree of regulation and the openness of the' conversation

between parent and caregivdr, even though, according to the

caregiver study component, parents and caregivers generally
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indicated that good Communicaon between them was desirable;
..r1

This may -be partially attributable to the higher incidence

.

- f ,

of care by relatives in the non-sponsored home categories. In
-', .

addition,. 14% of respondents said it was_important-for parent&

and caregivets oagree on basic childrearing values, with

lit tle-difference among parents by ethnicity or regulatory

status (Tables 6.52A and 6.52B); indeed, 80% of study parents,

again with little differente by:ethnicity or regulatory status,

did agree with their caregivers (Tables 6.53A and 6.53B). The

bbviou-erGhclusion.is at parents generally believed that their

caregivers agreed with t em on important aspects of childrearing,

and they believed this to be impor . In affirmation of these

beliefs, many of the parents reported seeking advide from care-

givers'on this subject.

It is informative to further examine data from

those parenti reporting disagreement with their caregivers on

childrearing values.

Eighteen percent, or 41 parents, said their ideas

on raising children differed from these of their caregivers.

these, 85%, or 35 parents, tried to work out their differ-

ences, and 69% succeeded. Either-caregivers finally accepted,

the parents' views (51%) or-parents came around to the views

of the caregivers (17%). Ten parehts (29%) reported their

differences unresolved. The key area of disagreement cited by

the 41 respondents was discipline.

Parents reported that they most often asked their

caregivers about the child's behavior during the day, and informa-

6-34
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tion in this area from caregiveri was most helpful and most impor-

tant to them.

'Finally, 67% of the respondents in Philadelphia

and San Antonio said they agreed with their caregivers most _of

the time. Twenty-six percentjeported agreement all the time,

and 7% said they agreed sometimes. For 79% of the parents these

conversations centered on their children rather than on personal

or social issues.

In summation, parent/caregiver relationships may

constitute a resource fOr resolution of parental dissatisfactions,

though the picturre isonot entirely clear. .In unreglilated and

regulated homes, parents seemed to rely pn friendship and kinship

_relations for finding family day care, and parents may have

had a friendship with the caregiver which antedated the child ,

care arrangement and which could be used as a resource for

Sthe resolution of parental dissatisfaction.

Parents, usingsponsored.care were friends with

their caregiver less frequently, but these arrangements often

offered other, institutional resources that.facilitated.com-

munications betWeen parent and caregiver ancb. presumably,

amelioration, of parental dissati,sfaction. Further investigation

to assess these issues would require additional data.

6.5 Parental Attitudes Toward Childrearing

Though not a focal question in this research,

the distribution of childrearing attitudes among study parents



is of some interest, as it offers-potential expXanations for

patterns in the distribution of other, more central variables.

Respondents in Philadelphia and San Antonio were

administered a series of 27 questions adapted from Kohler

Materna4..Attitude Scale. These items were scaled continuously

so that they could be subjected to forms'of statistical analysis

based on Pearson's r. Respondents were askeeto indicate, for

a series of assertions, their agreement or disagreement scaled

on five points from "agree strongly* to "disagree strongly."

It was anticipated that 4some differences in childrearing atti-
,_

I tudes might appear among parents of different ethnicities. It

was considered

among parents

possible that there night also be differences
P

using sponsored; regulated, and unregulated homes.

This part of the patent component of the National

Day Care Home Study could well be subjected to in -depth analysis

and of itself constitute a major study. The present analysis seeks

only'to review basic patterns briefly in order to identify con-
__

stellations of apparent opinions and predispositions, most notably

as they may relate to other aspect's of parental preferences con-,.

sidered elsewhere in the analysis. e findings in the section

are very tentative. However, in general, the patterns in this

sub-section of the parent study, conducted in .Philadelphia and

San Antonio, conform to the patterns discerned in other data.

In particular, an examination of the distributions of the respon-

ses reveals two major-dimensions in the structure of parental

attitudes, an educational dimension and an authoritative one.
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6.5.1 4.
Parental Concerns with Education

Both ethnic and regulatory status differences

/ are apparent in these data from San Antonio and Philadelphia.

Those patents using sponsored' homes seemed more interested in

the intellectual development of 'their children than those -

using homes of othser regulatory types. They were more eager

to ,begin teaching young children at an early age, more interested

in having children prepared for school and taught useful

intellectual skills, and more likely to believe that teaching

young children colors and numbers is important to their later

success in school.

Among parents of differing ethnicities, the most

general pattern seemed to be that, while White parents were more

eager to begin teaching children atan early age, Bladks and

Hispanics were more emphatic about education generally>, don-
.

sistent with this, White parents seemed to believe that young

children understand more of what is said to them than Blacks

believed they do, and Black parents more than Hispanics. Black

and Hispanic parents were more interested in having Caregivers

prepare young children for school thap were Whites. Hispanic

qparents were more insistent than were Whites about the importance

of teaching things that would be useful. Correlative to this,

more White than Hispinic parents, and more Hispanic than Black
iN

ents, believed that learning music and dance iff more fun thin

learni basic intellectual skills. Moreover, more White and

Hispanic, parents than Black parents, thought it more important

A

to teach young children to share than to know the 'alphabet.
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6.5.2

a

Authority.

The preferences of parents for a free or a con-
.

trolled environment within the family day care home were related

elsewhere in this report. Concern with authority, which is

essentially the same phenomenon, is the other major dimendion

of the data on Arental:childrearing preferences. A key-5w0?

tion in this regard is whether parents believe that the most

iMportant thing fOr young children to learn is tO4obey,adults.

Black and Hispanic parents tended to believe this more often

than Whites, and parents using sponsored care more often than

others. Similarly, parents using sponsored care tended more

often to believe in the importance of discussing wrongdoing

directly with the child, while Black parents believed so more

-often than Whites. Black parents and thOde using sponsored care

also felt more strongly than others that the caregiier should

plan daily activities. On the related issue of personal clean-
,

liness, Black and Hispanic parents more often believed it impor-

tant to keep young children clean and neat than did Whites.

Blacks and Hispanics, more often than Whites, beli4ved it more

fmportant to let children'explore than to protect them:Om the

question of discipline, there was wide variation among parents

on whether or not naughty children should be spanked, though

at the other end of that spectrum, White parents were less

likely to believe that too much parental affection will spoil

a young child.
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Conclusion: Suggested Ideal -Types

From a first, very peliminary,-consideration of

these data on childrearirmttitudes, there'emergi/two ideal-
,

typical patterns of childrearing practices. These patterns may

be compared with the conceptual frameworks generated by other

f:
studies of these phenomena, and may serve as conceptual nodes

around which to organize further inquiry. One ideal-type is

the home that emphasizes directedlearning of intellectual skills

in an environment where authority is firm but is' which children

are encouraged to explore. ,TbisSeenis to summarize the concerns

and preferences of Haack and Hispanic parents, and of pArents

.of whatever ethnicity using sponsored homes.The other ideal-

type is the home in which socialization and sharing are empha-

sized over intellectual development in an atmosphere of relative

freedom, and in which young children -are_ protected more than

they are encouraged to explore. This pattern seems to articulate

the preferences of white parents as well as parents of whever

ethnicity using regulated and unregulated care. These patterns

are consistent with those discovered in other phases of the

analysis.

6.5.3 Relationshipto Caregivers

As noted above, most parents think it is impor-

tant to agree with the caregivers about childrearing, althOugh,

despite their bei4ief that such agreement exists, most parents

may not have detailed knowledge of their caregiver's actual,

6-39
257



childrearing beliefs and (practices. This.matter may be of con-
.

siderable interest to parents once they understand that differ-

ences may exist between themselves and their caregivers, apd'

c -should, therefore, be subjected to furt4r analysis in addition-
,

al, more focused studies:'

6.6 Parental Attitudes Toward Aspects of
Regulation

One way of viewing parents' childrearing atti-

tudes is through the lens of their attitudes toward the regula-

tion of family day care. In Los Angeles, parents were asked

which aspects of family day care they felt should be regulated.

More than 90% of respondents stic -they would like to see care-

giver health (95%), aspects of home,safety (95%), and/or the

numbers of children (93%) regulated in thefamily day care home

(Table 6.54). These preferences are not surprising, as hearth,

safety, and group size are now the most fregklently regulated

characteristics of family day care. A substantial percentage

of parents also felt that child health (88%) and caregiver

tr'ai'ning (82%) should be regulated. Feimr felt that caregiver

experience (73%) and,caregiver age (59%) were appropriate for

regulation. Only 44% of the respondents in Los Angeles felt

caregiver gducation was appropriate for regulation; 42% said
5

the age mix of children should be regulated.

It should be nOted that no predominantly social

aspect of family day care was deemed appropriate by the parents-

for regulation. This may suggest one of two-things. Either
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patenti do not believe the sodial dynamics of family day care

to be regulatattle, or-they do not want these crucial aspects of

their child's experience in care to be subjected to regulation.

Since the childrearing practices of the caregiver constitute

the main internal social dynamic of family day care, parents

may want more control over these aspects of day care them-

selves, without intervention by governmental or other outside

authorities. On the other hand, many parents may not be intensely

interested-in the childrearing practices of their caregivers

so long as nothing outlandish takes place, such as episodes

of child abuse, and so long as the caregiver is reliable and

available when,needed.

6.7 . (-7\74. summary

.

This section is a consolidated review of the

findings and presents some speculations concernin g parental

expectations of and satisfaction with fatally day care arrange-

mentsi

6.7.1 Parental Priorities

o Categiver reliability was the need most often

mentioned.

o The next most prominent lied was to have children

develop their conceptual and linguistic abilities

through the directed efforts,of caregivers.

o Also prominently mentioned were the needs to have

children well cared-for (the most general level of

259
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concern), and to have emotional suppbvt provided
4

0

to them.

o--Other needs mentioned were for socialization, a

home-like atmosphere, good disciplineipafeand

clean environment, and the learning of physical

skills. .

o 'Asked about the special needs of children, par-

ents most frequently, said thei taldren needed

to be with other children; infant re was the
f

other most prominently featured.sPecial need.

About two-thirds (67%) of the parents who

'CaXed special needs said these needs were satisfied
ti

all of the time/ an,additionaf 23% said they were

satisfied most of the time.

Location, Physical Characteristics, and Nutrition

4;

o A majority of parents used homes eh at were

more than a few blocks away, with White
%

parents

more likely to use a4distant home than either'
4

Blacks dr Hispanics. Parents were generally

satisfied with these locations.

o More than 90% of the respondir4 parents we're

satisfied with the physical characteristics

of day care homes, including the amount of

space,'the lighting, the temperature, and the

cleanliness. Despite, this general, satisfac-'

tion, that 10% of parents were dissatisfied

O



with certain bharacteristill of*their day care

environment suggests that parents should be pgr-

iculrly vigilant about these matters when exam-

iningitho

o. Nearly 15% of parents relying on caregivers

for food for their children were dissatisfied

with some aspect of.this service. The child's,

daily eating habits, while in care emerged as
4

a major area of concern to parents.
4

Group Composition

o Group size was important to most parents.

Parents were overwhelmingly satisfied on this

score, with only 15% saying there were 'too

few children and 5 %saying there were too man

o Most parents (60%) preferred a day care group

that included a mix of ages rather'than one in
tt-

which all children were of the same age. Most

parents (86%) were satisfied' with this_aspect

-9

41P of care.

The Caregiver
-

o Parents preferred experienCed caregivers rather

than those with appropriate college degrees and

little or hor^experience, whenTorced to make a
4

choice between two hypothetical providers.
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o .Parents overwhelmingly believed that their care-

givers would be unlikely to leave the children
.

nsupervised.'

o 0 e in five parents (20%) said their child had

been tp an accident while in family day care,

either with the current caregiver or with a

previous one.

o The overwhelming number of parents said it

was important hor,agreement to exist between
4

themselves and caregivers on matters of child

'd iscipline .

o Almost all:parents (92%) cited as 'important

,tope ability and willingness of the caregiver

to accommodate them regarding drop -off and

pick-up times; 97% said the.caiegiver's avail-

ability to provide care as needed was important.

Only 51% of responding parents, however, said

their caregivers were always available when

needed. Hispanic parents were more likely to

,report their" caregiver available as needed than

Black di- White parents.

o Most parents said it was important for care-
,

givers notto substitute other caregivers

for
*
thAmselves. But while 'a such a substi-

A
tution may in some.instapces.erdde the

quality of care through the substitution

64.44
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of a less qualified,caregive it may also

enhance the quality of care by providing

coverage when the caregiver is absent for

vacation, illness, or other reasons

o Very few parents (only 4% of Philadelphia and

San Antonio respondents) rep6rted their care-

giver less reliable than desired, with White

and Black parents4ore likely to indicate a

problem than Hispanics.

Os- .

0

4.

Activities d

o Fifty-eight of the 243 respondents in Philadel-

phia and San Antonio reported dissatisfaction 4

with-their child's activities in day care.

More than one-half (52%) of these, or some

12% of the total, said they-would prefer more

emphasis on the development of the conceptual ,

and linguistic skills of their children, while

a further 19% expressed an interest in more

emphasis on the development of physical skills.

o Blacks and Hispanics tended to prefer that care-

givers direct the child's choices and activities

more often than did White respondents.

o Nearly three out of.four (71 %) parents in Phil-

adelphia and San Antonio preferred a home in

Which learning, -rather than play activities,

.6745
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Was emphasized. Black and Hispanic parents

(74%.and 93%, respectively) preferred the learn-

ing environment more often than did White parents.

o Differences among ethnic groups may reflect

the value minorities place on education as a

vehicle for upward mobility in this society.

Special Services Provided in the Home

o Parents noted the significant 'Imitations on'the

special services, such as weekend or overnight

care, available from the family day care 'homes

in the.study sample. This seems to suggest

that family day care, while more flexible than

center-based or other more Structured foims

of care, is not always ah flexible as some-

perceived it to be. Special services that are

institutionally oriented, such as family or

employment counselling, are apparently more

readily available-in,the environment asso-

ciated with sponsored homes.

1

Overall Expectations and Satisfactions

o One-half (51 %) of the Philadelp}ia and San Antonio

respondents reported unexpecternefits from

family day care.
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o One in ten (11 %) said they had had a negative

experience with family day care.

o Overall, parents felt their children received

substantial benefits from family day care. Sixty-

two percent of the parents ,in Philadelphi4 and

San Antonio mentioned the opportunity to socialize

with other children.

o Ninety-eight percent of the Philadelphia and San

Antonio parents said their child had a loving

or friendly attitude toward their caregiver.

o A substantial majority said they would recop-

mend their caregiver to a friend.

6.7.2 Resources to Remedy beficiencies

Pdtents, having' problems with their day care

arrangements have a choice: either they can terminate the

arrangements and seek other care, or they can work with their

current caregiver to ameliorate
t
he difficulties.

The first option"was discussed in Chapter 5.0;.

the probability of success with the second would be related

to the availability of resources t assist parents and care-

givers, and to those aspects of th r relationship which con-

tribute to problem solving and hence sta ility. These issues

were, of course, beyond the scope of thi study. However,

parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio were observed to in-

teraot effectively With their caregiver to resolve conflicts,

.even though there typically was no prior relationship before

265,
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care began. Fully onethird of the 270 respondents described

their relationshop with their caregiver as close personal

t.friendship; 54% described it as a casual friendship.

o Parents perceived that they and their care
.

giver had similar childrearing values;

this was important to most parents. Only 18%

indicated' differences, and most were able to

resolve theie differences satisfactorily,

though a substantial percentage (29 % -) said

their differenceq of view still remained.

o Discipline was a key area of disagreement,

and parents asked their provider most often

about.'their child's behavior during the day.

-o The majority of parents reported agreement with

their caregiver on most things they discussed.

These conversations focused on the child in

care:

These findings suggest, as Emlen concluded, that "most

users and givers of family day care appear to have the'social

competence to manage the relationships involved and to achieve

what they want in an arrangement despite the strains that are

also involved" (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 289).

6.7.3 Childrearing Attitudes of Parents

general, the patterns of attitudes discovered

conform to patterns discerned in other parts of the data. Two

.2C6
6-48



major features emerged in the structure of these attitudes: an

educational dimension and an authoritative dimension.

o ThoUgh most parents were concerned with'the

development of their child's conceptual and

linguistic skills, Blacks and Hispanics tended

to-place greater emphasis onthis development.

o Black and Hispanic parents seemed to prefer

child care homes that emphasize directed

learning of intellectual skills in an envi

roRment where authoraity is firm, but in which

children are encouraged to explore.

o White parents, on the other hand, more often

preferred homes in which socialization and

sharing are emphasized over conceptual and

linguistic skill flevelopment; in their view

this socializatioA and sharing should occur

in an atmosphere o relative freedom in

which young children areprotected more than

they are encouraged to e lore.

Other Indicators of Parental Attitudes
Toward Childrearing Practices

o In a further indication of attitudes toward

childreaTing practices, parents in Los Angeles

expressed some strong feelings that health,

.home safety, numbers.of children, and certain

Itnon social aspects of the day care home are

9
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appropriate for regulation. Comparatively few

parents thought the programmatic aspects of day

care should be regulated.

dr

is
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NOTES
V

1. Among the most important selection factors for users of
family day care in the Unco study were that the caregiver
be reliable, that the envi;fonment be clean and safe, that

'*--the caregiver be "warm and\toving," and that the child
like the care (Vol. III, Table 4-18).

2. In the Unctstudy, about one-third of all home users
expressed concern about children not being fed properly
in group care arrangements. This concern for nutrition
was most strongly expressed by Blacks (Vol. III, Table 3-72
and 73).

3. Parents in the Unco survey felt that ratios in family
8 carehomes should be more stringent than in centers
( ol. III, Table 6-32). Most users of unrelated family day
care (60%) and centers (91%) felt that ratios should be
regulated by the government.

4. Over 90% of the family day care users in the Unco study
were "satisfied" or "very satisfied" with their arrange-
ments (Vol. I, Table 5-3).

5. In the Unco study, a majority of unrelated family day care
users felt that the following aspects of family day care
should be regulated: cleanliness and sanitation, food
and nutrition, fire and safety, ,staff /child ratios, and
the health of both staff and children (Vol. III, Table
6-20).
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Table 6.1: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR CHILD CARE
i)BY REGULATORY STATUS*

PHILADELPHIA AND tAN ANTONIO

N = 233

PARENTAL
PRIORITIES,.-

%

Sponsored Regulated

.
Unregulated TOTAL

Reliable caregiver 17 24 29 70

(26%) (29%) (35%) (29%)

Learning pognitive/ 22 19 21 62

linguistic skills (3390 (23%) (25%) (26%)

Child well 18 , 19 h 19 56

cared for (27%) (23%) (23%) (23%)

Good nutrition 11 20 21 52

(17%) (24%) (25%) (21%)

Emotional support 10 22 18 50

(15%) (27%) (21%) (21%)

Home-like 15 19 12 46

atmosphere 1 (23%) (23%) (14%) (19%)

Socialization 13 21 12 46

. (20%) (25%) (14%) (19%)

Good discipline 11 15 17 43

(17%) (18%) (2096) (18%)

Safe, clean 13 14 9 36

environment (20%) (17%) (11%) (15%)

Learning physical 7 12 11 30

physical skills (11%) (14%) (I.3%) (12%)

A

TOTAL . 66 83 84 233

RESPONDENTS
.

*Because multiple responses may occur for each respondent, totals may be greater than the number
of usable responses.



Table 6.2: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR CHILD CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS

LOS ANGELES

N = 105

PERCENT MENTIONING

PARENTAL
PRIORITIES Sponsored Regulated . Unregulated TOTAL

Emotional support 15 19 ' 10 44

for child (43%) (50%) (31%) (42%)

Safe, clean place 7 13 8 28

for child (20%) (34%) (25%) . (27%)

Caregiver is 2 . 8 10 20

dependable,
reliable

(6%) (21%) (31%) (19%)

Educational . 7 4 4 15

training for child (20%) (11%) (12%) (14%)

Good nutrition 5 6 4 15

(14%) (16%) (12%) (14%)

Suitable, flexible 4 4 6 14

hours (11%) (11%) (19%) (13%)

I-
Good discipline 3 3 0 6

(9%) (8%) (0%) (6%)

Convenient 1 1 1 3

transportation (3%) (3%) (3%) (3%)

Personality 1 1 0 2

compatible (3%) (3%) (0%) (2%)

Provides special 0 0 1 1
services (0%) (0%) (3%) (1%)

Other 3 1 3 7

(9%) (3%) (9%) (7%)

4 _

TOTAL 35 38 32 N = 105

RESPONDENTS .

it, )z 4

NOTE: 'There were 101 initial responses d an additional 54 obtained
by a second probe, making a total of 155 responses.

*Because multiple responses may occur for each respondent,
totals may be greater than the number of usable responses.

271



Table *6.3: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR aliILD CARE
BY ETHNICITY* 0-4

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234

PARENTAL
PRIORITIES

4

.
White .. I. Black

. .
Hispanic TOTAL

,

Reliable caregiver 35 23 12 70

. (34%) (27%) (26%) (30%)

Learning cognitive/ 21 22 17 60

linguistic skills (20%) . (26%) (67%) (26%)

Child well 32 15 9 56

cared for (31%) (18%) (20%) (24%)

Good nutrition 18 20 - _--ra 51

(17%) (24%) (28%) _ (22%)

Emotional support 28 10 10 48

(27%) - (12%) (22%) (21%)

Home-like
atmosphere

, 26
425%)

, 13
(15%)

7
(15%)

46
(20%)

Socialization 22 13 9 %444

(21%) (15%) (20%) (19%)

Good discipline 20 12 10 42

(19%) (14%) (22%) (18%)

Safe, clean 17 13 4 34

environment (16%) (15%) (9%) (15%)

Learning physical 4 9 16 29

skills (4%) (11%) ---- (35%) (12%)

. ,

TOTAL 104 84 46 N = 234

* Because multiple responses may occur for each respondent, totals may be greater than the
number of usable responses.
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Table 6.4: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR CHILD CARE
BY ETHNICITY

LOS ANGELES

N = 105

NUMBER AND .PERCENT MENTIONING ( in 2 Probes)'

PARENTAL
.

PRIORITIES
. 431ack Hispanic White TOTAL

Emotional /1 10 23 44

for child .. (38%) (29%) (56%) . (42%)

Safe, clean 7 14 7 28 .

place for child (24%) (40%) ( (17%) (27%) /
Caregiver 4 9 , 7 20

dependable (14%) (26%) (17%) 4 (19%)

reliable

Educational 6 4 5 , 15
training for child (21%) .-- (11%) (12%) . (14%)

. .

Good nutrition 3 11 1 15

(10%) (31.%) .1, (2%) (14%)

Suitabte, 2 2 ' 10 - 14

flexible hours (7%) (6%) (24%) (13%)

Good discipline 1 2 3 6

(3%) (6%) (7 %) (6%)
.

.

Convenient 2. 0 1
.. 3

transportation (7%) (0%) 1 (2 %) (3%)

Personality 0
,

1 1
.

2

compatible (0%) (3%) (2) . (296)

Provides special 0 0 1 1

services (0%) (0%) -
(2%) ( * %)

Other 2 2 3 d 7

(7%) .(6%) (7'96) (7%)

it-
.

TOTAL 29 35 41 N = le.
. .

NOTE: There were 101 initial responses and an additional 54
obtained by a second probe, making alotal of 155;

*Less than 1%
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Table 6.5: SPECIAL NEEDS OCHILDREN
BY REGULATORY STATUS*

PHILADELPHIA ANSAN ANTONIO

N = 243

NEED Sponsored Rbgulated
v

Unregulated TOTAL14%, Be with other
children ,

Infant Care
and' nding

13e with
other children
his/her age

, .
Medication

Special diet
*

,

Overactive ,

.

T9 be ,fed
g _

. \
.

Other emotionn 1
problems

To be
.

toilet trained
.

Learning disability

MentalO ndicw
/ )
4iress we

,

Other

'

4
riW

?

,

,

,

(21%)

6
(9%)

3
(4%)

5
(7%)

3
(4%)

2

(3%)

2
(3%)

Of

(0%)

0
16) -

1'
(1%)

1

(1.9).

0

(0%)

3.

-(1%)

.

.

/

,

,

_..,

`

46:.

-.

.

27
131%)

13
(15%)

-9

4
(0%)

:6

(796)

2
(2%)

1

(1%)

0,,
(096)

2
(2%)

0
(0%)

0

(0%)

0

0

(0

0

(096)
,

.

,

ir.,

.,-,,,

,

.

.1

-

24
(27%)

12
(14%)/

, 'i
11

(12%)
\

, 3-
(3%)

3'
(396)

1
(196)

2
,(2%)

. 0

(0%)

2
(296)

0

(0%)

0

(0%)

0
(096)

.

0
(0%)

,

.

J

,

-),.

.

-,

.

-

.

.

65
(27%)

- 31
('13%)

18
%(7 )

#3

A

14
(6%)

8
(3916)

4.
0964 f

4
(2%).

2
1196)

2
(1796)

1 '
(-196)**

1
(-196)**

0

(0%)

1

(-196)**
,

1

ToPTAL
RESPONDENTS

67
.

88
... 88

-
N = 243

(
*Becauge, multiple iesponsei may occur for each respondent,

.totald may be greater than the number osable responses.
**Less, than 1%

t

.*iss

4

t

b
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Table 6.6: SPECIAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA ANDSAN ANTONIO*

r

N = 235

.

-

)
0

f.

'--.
-velteffr-

NEED
4

. Whitt Black , Hispanic TOTAL

4
Be with
other children

(

Infant care
_.and tending

Be with
other'ciiildren
his/her age

,Medication

diet

Cf#'

To be fed .
Overactive -

To be
-

Other emotional
problems

.Learning disability
-, % -

Mental handicap

Otheer'").' -I .,

Aggressive

-

.

.,
1.

38
06%)

A
(12%)

8 '
(8%)

6
(6%)

4
(4%).

1
(V%)

2
(2%)

0
(0%)

2
12%)

0
(0%)

0 ,,

(qv

0
(0

-

0
(0%)

t

,

1..

-

..

.

.

15 -'
(18%)

6
(7%)

9, (11%)

6
(7%)

3
(4%)

1
(1%)

0
(0%)

1

(1 %)

0
(0%)

2
(2%)

1
(1%)

-1
0.%)

0
(0%)

...-

.

/

9'
" (20%)

. 10
(22%)

0
(0%)

'2
(4%)*

1

44 (2%)

2 .

14%)

1-
(2%)

l
(296)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

;., 0
(o%)

0
(0%)

, 0 *
(0%)1

.

-

- ,

.

62
(g6%)

29
(12%)

17
(7%)

d

14
(6%)

8
(a%)4
(2%).

36
(116)

2

(1%)

I"
(1%)

2 '
(1%)

0"%. i
1

(ik) -,
1(U)

0
(0%)

,

roVii,
RESPONDENTS

-

) 105 84 46

tf

N = 23

* Because multiple responses may occur for each repondefit,
totals may be greater than number of Usable responses.

* *. Leas thari 1%
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Table 6.7A: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH CAREGIVER MET CHILD'S SPECIA., NEEDS
BY REGULATORY STATUS r

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO N = 101

NEEDS MET - Sponsereil Regulated Uriegulated TOTAL

All the time 13 (19%) 32 (47%) 23 (34%) 68

(5,7%) (82%) ir (59%) (67%Y

Most of 6 (26%) 6 (26%) 11 (48%) 23

the time , (26%) (15%) (28%) (23%) -

Some of 3 (50%) 1 (17%) .2 (33%) 6
the time (13%) (3%) (5%) (6%)

Nester 1 (25%) 0 (0%) _ N 3 (75%) 4

fit (4%) (0%) (8%) (4%)

TOTAL 23 (23%) 39 (39%) 39 (39%) 101 -
...

Table 6.7B: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH CAREGIVER METHELD'S SPECIAL NEEDS
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO N = 95

NEEDS MET Black White Hispan\ TOTAL

All the time 18 (28%) 39 (60%) t (1 96) 65

(60%) . (76%) (57%) (68%)

Most 21 6 (27%) 11 (50%) 5 (23%) 22

the time . (20%) (22%) (36%) (23%)

Some of 4 (67%) 4 .-+ 1. (17%) 1 (17%) 6

the time (13%) (2%) (7%) -(6%)

' Never
f.

2 (100%)
(7%)

0 (0%) %,

-(4961, . ' g
0-(0%)

- r (0%)
2

; (2%)

'TOTAL 30 (30%) . 51 (414%),.. v14 (15%)
.---

.

.)

ivit
1i

,

.{t
, it%

;4C

e

:1* 0

* *

.4, 4
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Table 6.8A: PROXIMITY TO CAREGIVER
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

'/N1 = 243

PROXIMITY Sponsored . Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

. .

Same building 0 (0%) 1 (17%) 5 (83 %) '. 6

(0%) (1%) (6%) (2%)

Same block 4 (12%) 11 (33%) 18 (55%) 33
(6%) (13%) (20%) (14%)

Within a 16 (2696)
,.

24 (39%) 22 (36%) 62
few blothig (24%) . (27%) . (25%) (26%)

More than a 47 (33%) 12 (37%) 43 (30%) 142
'few blocks ' (70%) (59%) (49%) (58%)

.

TOTAL 67 (28%) . 88 (36%) 88 (36%) '..12 ' 243
,6 *

Table 6.8B: PROXIMITY TO CAREGIVER
BY ETHNICITY ,

PHILADELPHIA kND SAN ANTONIO

N = 235

PROXIMITY White
,

, Black \ Hispanic TOTAL

Same building 2 (33%) 2 (33%) 2 (33%) 6

(2%) (2%) (4%). (3%)

Same block 10 (32 %) 14 (44 9b) 7 (23%) 31 '-
(10 %) (17%) ' (15%) ' (13%)

Within a 21 (35%1 29 (48%) 10 (17%) 60

few blocks (20 %) '' (35%) , (22%) , (26 %)

More than a
few blocks

72 (52%)
(69%)

39 (28%)
(46%)

0

27 (20%)
(59%)

138 '
(59%)

7)
do .

TOTAL 105 (45%) j 84 (36%) 46 (26%) 235

&

27 7
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Table 6.9A: REASONS FOR SATISFACTIONNITH CAREGIVER LWATION
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N ot 245

REASONS 8pansored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Close to tne 37 (25%)
(58%)

53 (36%)
(56%)

56 (38%)
(115%)

"146
(50%)

Close to 10 (28%) 18 (50%) 8 (22%) 36
employment (16%) (19%) (9%) .; (15%)

Close to sibling 2 (17%) 4 (33%) '6 (50%)
.

12
care/sebool (390 (4%) (7%) (5%)

Neighborhood 3 (30%) ' 3 (30%) 4 (40%) '10
q?alitisa (5%) (3%) (5%) (4%)

Accessibility .12 (29%) - 17 (41%) 12 (29%) 41
through parent
transpertation

(19 %) (18%) (14%) (17%)

>

TOTAL 44 (26%) 95 (39%) 86 (35%) 245

Table 6.9B: REASONS FOR SATISFACTION WITH 6AREGIVER LOCArKThi
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA ANDSAN ANTONIO

N it 236

REASONS White Black Hispanic . TOTAL

Close to home

Close to
employment- ::_

Close to-1:03 ling ,
care/school

Neighborhood
qualities

Accessibility
through parent
transportation

57 (40%)
(48%)

23 (8996)
(19%)

7 (70%)
(6%)

6 (67%
(5%)

25 3%)
%)

_
----

k

.

\

55 (39 %)
(71%)

6417%)
(8%1

--- 1 (10%)
(1%)

3 (33%)
(4%)

13 (32%)
(17%)

30 (21%)
(75%)

6 (17%)
(15 %)

2 (20%)
(5%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

2 (5%)
(5%)

142
(6096)

35
(15%)

10
?4%)

9
(4%)

40

.
(17%).

TOTAL r us (50%) 78 (33%) 40 (17%) 236

*Responses may be greater than number of respondents became.of multiple responses.

1



s' Table 6.10A: SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF SPACE BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

a
N = 242'

TYPE OF
HOME

_

_

Too Much
Space

.

Enough
Space .

Too Little
Space

TOTAL

Sponsored

' Regulated

Unregulated

.

,

'"°'

1 (2%)
(33%)

1 (1%)
(33%)

1 (1%)
(33%)

.

60 (91%)
(27%)

77 (88%)
(35%)

82 (93%)
(37%)

.

.

'5 (8%)
(25%)

, 10 (11%)
(50%)

5 (6%)
(25%)

, 66
(27%)

88
(36%).

.
88

(36%) .

"TOTAL 3 3 (1%) ) 219 (91%) 20 (8%)
.

242

Table 6.10B: SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF SPACE BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

A

<4

N = 23

AMOUNT OF
SPACE White Mae& Hispanic

' Too much space

Enough space

Too little space

.

0 (0%)
(0 %)

94 (44%)
(90%)

10 (5A)
-(10%) , , .),-

1 (33%)
(4)

78 (37%)
(93%)

5 (26%)
(6%)

1
t

2'(67 %)
(4 %)

40 (19%)
(87%)

-4 (21%) ,
(9%)

,

.

'- 3 i
-:(96). .-

. "212400
-* 49

(8%)

TOTAL

.
104 (44%) 84 (36%) 46 (20 %)'

.*-
234

274
S.



/

ri

Table 6.11A: SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF LIGHT BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243

TYPE .OF
-HOME

Right
Amount .

Not
flough

TOTAL

.

..,

. -,--

Sponsored
.

.

pnreggliteil
.

. -

.

/

62 ,(93%)
(28%)

82 (93%)
(37%)

.

.79(3(59%016)

5 (8%)
(25%)

6 (7%)
(30%)

9 (10%)
(45%)

67
(28%)

88
(38%)

88
(36%)

4, 223. (92%)
P

.

20 '(8%) 243

i
: .:. Table 611Bt SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF LIGHT BY EICHNICITY.. .. . ,

. ,--
i.

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO.

N = 235

I.._' AMOUNT OF
4

, lacer 4- I. '

.

4

Whiti ':Black Hispanic . TOTAL

IRight amouni

Not enough
, -

.

.
92(4396)

(8,8964

13 (88%)
(1295)

i

81 (18%),
9696). IP

3 (1
(4%

/

43 (20%)
(9496)

3 (16%)
(696)

216
(92%)

, 19
. (8%)

/
105 (4t4.95) 84 (36% 46 (20%) 235



Tab/6 6.12A: SATISPAC WITH TEMPERATURE BY REGULATORY STATUS

ELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243

TYPE OF
HOME Too Warm Just Right Too Cold TOTAL

.

sponsored

Regulated
-

Unreguted

1 (1%)
(I%)

6 (7%)
(43%)

7 (8%)
(50%)

64 (96%)
.)(29%)

78 (89%)
(35%) ,--

81 (92%)
(36%)

2 (3%)
(33%)

.

4 (5%)
(67%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

.

67
(28%)

, 88
(36%)

'\ 88
(36%)

TOTAL

. .

::
-T.4 (6%) 6(2%) 243

Table 8..2B: SATISFACTION WITH -TEMPEIATCJRE BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 235

TEMPERATURE White Black Hispanic TOTAL

4

Too warm 9 (69%) 1 (8%) 3 (23%) ----13:
(8%) T (1%) (7%) (6%).

Just right.. 94 (43%) 81 (37%) i 43 (20%) . . 218

(90%) (96%) (93%) (93%)

Too-cold . 2 (50%) 2 (50%) . 0 (0%) 4

(2%) - (2%) (0%) (2%)` .

4

.. TOTAL 105 96) 84136%) 46 (2090 -) . 235

A

c

4 281
r-



Table 6.13A: SATISFACTION WITH CLEANLINESS BY REGULATORY STATUS

( PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 242

TYPE OF Clean
Enough

Could Be
OWner

.

' Not
Clean

TOTAL

.

Sponsored 62 (94 %) 4 (6%) 0 (0%) 66
(28%)

t4
(21%) (0%) (27%)

Regulated 80 (91%) 7 (8%)- 1 (1.%) 88
(36%) (37%Y (50%) (36%)

Qnregulated 4 79 (90%) 8 (996) 1 (1%) 88
(36%) (42%) (514%) . (36%)

. .

TOTAL . --22.1.(g1%). 19 (8%) 2 (1%) 242

Table 6.13B: SATISFACTIONWITH CLEANLINESS BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN .ANTONIO

N = 234

CLEANLINESS Black

_ .

.

4 TOTALHispanice

Clean enough 93 (44%) 80 (389) 40 (19%) 213
(89%) _, (95%) (88%) (91%) A

Could be 10 (53%) 4 (21%) 5.(26 %) lg
cleaner (10%) "I (5%) (11%) (8%)

Not clean 2 (100%) 0 (40%) 0 (0%) 2
(2%) (0%) (0%) (1%)

TOTAL 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 45 (19%) 234

2Q 03P'LI 40



Table 6.14A: SATISFACTION WITH FOOD SERVED BY REGULATORY STATUS

' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 172
.

QUALITY OF
FOOD

Sponsored

.

Regulated

.

Unregulated TOTAL

Caregiver seryes 10 (409§) 5 (20%) 10 (46%) 25
some (18%1) . (8%) (18%) . (15%)
undesirableloodss ...

. .

Caregiver does 45 (31%) 56 (38%) 46 (31%4) 147 .

not serve
undesirable
foods

(82%)

.

(92%) (82%) (86%)

TOTAL 55 (32%) % 61 (35%) 56 (33%) 172

Table 6.14B: SATISFACTION WITH FOOD SERVED BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =165

QUALITY OF
'FOOD White Black Hispanic TOTAL

giver serves
me

undesirable .

-foods

Caregiver does
not serve
undesirable
foods

,..

13 (54%)
(18%).

.

60 (43%)
(82%)

,c

9 (38%)
(14%)

(38%)
(86%)--

el.

2 (8%)
(7%)

21 (19%)
(93%)

/

'1

24
(14%)

141
(86%)

TOTAL 73 (44%)
-

. 63 (38%) 29 (18%)
.

165 '

283
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Table 6.15A: IMPORTANCE OF GROUP SIZE BY REGULATORY STATUS

t PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

V = 242

GROUP SIZE Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Very 43 (31%) - 46 (34%) 48 (35%) 137
important (64%) (52%) (55%) (57%)

Of some 22 (24%) 37 (41%) 32 (35%) 91
importaht (33%) (42%) - (37%) -' (38%)

Not . 2 (14%) 5 (36%) 7 (50%) 14
important s. (3%) (6%) (8%) (6%)

..,

TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%)

,

87 (36%) 242

Table 6.15B: IMPORTANCE OF GROUP SIZE BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234

GROUR SIZE/ White Black Hispanic
.

TOTAL

.
.

Very 432 (47%) .. 44 (33%) 26 (209) 132
'Important (59%) (52%) (58%) .-(56%)

# J

Of some 36 (40%) 34 (38%) , 19 (21%) ' 89
importance (34%) '(41%) (42%) (38%)

Not - 7 (54%) 6 (46%) 0 (0%) 13 -
important (7%) (7%) (0%) (6%)

. ,

TOTAL , 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 45 (19%) . 234

I

a



Table 6118: SATISFACTION WITH NUMBER OF CHILDREN
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

= 238

TYPE OF
HOME t Too

Many .

Right
Number

Not
Enough

TOTAL

Sponsored 2 (3%) 57 (85%) 8 (12%) 67

(18%)
,,,

(30%) (23%) (28%)

S.

- Regulattd 6 (7%) 72 (84%) 8 (9%) 86

(55%) (37%) (23%) (36%)

Unregulated 3 (4%) 63 (74%) 19 (22%) 85

(27%) (33%) (54%) (36%)

,

TOTAL 11 (5%) 192 (81%) 35 (15%) 238



(
Table 6.17A: CHOICE: CHILDREN SAME AGE

AS TARGET CHILD VS. AGE MIX
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =

,TYPE OF
HOME

Same Age No Preference Age Mix 'TOTAL.

Sponsored 21 (31%) 5 (8%) . 41 (61%) 67
. (25%) (46%) (28%) (28%)

,

Regulated 25 (29%) 5 (6%) 57 (65%) 4 87
(29%) (46%) (39%) (36%)

Unregulated 39 (44%) . 1 (1%) 48 (55%) 88)
(46%) (9%) (33%) 36%)N

TOTAL ,. 5%) 11 (5%) 146 (60%) 242

Table 6.17111--eOICE: CHILDREN SAME.AGE
AS TARGET CHILD VS. AGE MIX

BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234

ETHNICITY SaMe Age No Preference Age,Mix TOTAL

White 28 (27%) 5 (5%) 71 (68%) 104
(34%) (45%) (50%) (44%)

Black g9 (34%) 6 (7%) . 49 (58%) 84
, (35%) (55%) . (35%) (36%)

Hispanic 25 (54%) 0 (0%) 21 (46%) 46
' (30%) , (0%) (15%) (20%)

TOTAL 82 (35%) 11 (5%) 141 (60%) 234

2s6
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TWA 6.18:, SATISFACTION WITH AGE MIX BY REGULATORY STA S

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO I

TYPE OF

HOME .4

Too Old Right Age Too Young,

Both Too
Voungand

Old

TAL

Sponsored. 1 (2%) 54 (84%) 9 (14%) 0 (0%) f 64 ,

(13%) (27%) (41%) . (0%) i (28%)

I

Regulated 1 (1%) 78 (89%) 7 (8%) 2 (2%) 88

(13%) (39%) (32%) (67%) (38%)

unregulated 6 (8%) 67 (84%) '6 (8%) 1 (1%) 80

, (75%) (34%) (27%),-, (33%) (34%)

. . i
i

S

TOTAL 8 (3%) 199 (86%) 22 (9%) 3. (1 %) f 232

I

1

...

r

I

287

r
r

et

a



Table 6.18: PARENTAL PREFERENCE REGARDING AGE MIX BY REGULATORY STATUS

LOS ANGELES

N = 105

PREFERENCE Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Sanie age
as child

Older
children

Mix of ages

No ,

preferences

. 11 (28%)

(31%)

5 (56%)

(14%)

11 (26%)

(31%)

8 (57%)

(23%)

12 (30%)

(32%)

4 (44%)

(10%)

19 (456)

(50%)

3 (21%)

(8%)

r

17 (42%)

(53%)

0 (0%)

(0%)

12 (29%)

(38%)

3 (21%)

(9%)
.

40

. (38%)

, 9

(9%)
c

42

(40%)

14

(13 %)

TOTAL 35 (33%)

NfoN3
8 (38%) 32 (30%)

4'
105

r.



Table 6.20A: CHOICE: CAREGIVER WITH EDUCATION/NO EXPERIENCE
VS. CAREGIVER WITH LESS EDUCATION/MORE EXPERIENCE

. BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 238

TYPE 017.
HOME

.

. .

Education
No Experience

No
Preference

.

.

Less Education
More Experience

TOTAL
. ,

Sponsored 9 (13% 3 (5%) 55 (8296) 67
1 (27%) (33%) (28%) , (28%)

,,-

Regulated 13 (15%) 1(1%) 72 (84%)
.

86
(38%) (11%) (37%) (36%)

Unregulated 12 (14%) 5 (6%) 68 (80%) 85
(3596) (56%) (35%) (36%)

*

TOTAL 34 (14%) N C-79 (4%) 195 (82%) 238

4

Table 6.20B: CHOICE: CAREGIVER WITH EDUCATION/NO EXPERIENCE
VS. CAREGIVER WITH LESS EDUCATION/MORE EXPERIENCE

BY ETHNICITY ,

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = .230

ETHNICITY Education -

No Experience
,No

Preference
Less Education

More Experience

-
TOTAL

White

Black

Hispanic

i
18 (18%)

(56%)

12 (14%)
(38%)

2 (4%)
(6%)

.

3 (3%)
(33%)

4 (5%)
(45%)

2 (4%)
(22%)

i

80 (79%)
(4296)'

,67 (81%)
(35%)

42 (91%)
(2t6)

r

101
(44%)

-83 ..
)(36%......1(

(48
(20%)

TOTAL

. . ,

32 (14%) 9 (4%) . 189 (82%) 230

. .



ti

e 6.21Ai PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF LIKELIHOOD OF CAREGIVER
LEAVING CHILD UNSUPERVISED

BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

42

.N

LIKELIHOOD Sponsored Regulated Unrpgulated ( TOTAL

1

Veit' likely 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 1, (25%) 4
(2%) (2%) (1%) (2%)

1

Somewhat likely 2 (17%) 4 (33%) 6 (50%) 12
(3%) (5%) (7%) (5%)

Not likely 63 (28%) 82 (S6%) 81 36%) 226
(95%) (93%) (92%) 193%)

7 .

TOTAL ' 66 (27%) 88 (36%) ' 88 (36%) .242

Table 6.21B: PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF LIKELIHOOD OF CAREGIVER
LEAVING CHILD UNSUPERVISED

BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANft)Nlo

N. 234

LIKELIHOOD White' Black Hispanic TOTAL

'Ve17 likely
.

Somewhat likely

Not likely

.

3 (75%)
. (3%)

6 (50%)
(4%)

96 (44%)
(91%)

.

0 (0%)
(0%)

5 (42%)
(6%)

18 (36%)
04%)

.

1 (25%)
(2%)

1 (8%)
(2%)

44 (20%)
(96%)

S..

.

4
. (2%)

12
(596)

218
(93%)

.
TOTAL

,
' 105 (45 %) 83 (35%) 46 (20%) 234

296



Table 6.22A: SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OP SUPERVISION BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 241

.
TYPE OF
HOME

,

Too
Much

Enough Not
Enough

.

TOTAL

Sponsored 0 (0%) . 63 (96%) 3 (5%) 66
(0%) (27%) (5%) (30%)

Regulated 0 (0%) 84 (98 %). ) 4 (5%) 88

.
c (0%) (37' %) (49%) , (37 %$

Unregulated 1 (1%) . 83 (95%) . 3 (3%) 87
(100,96) (36%) (30%) (36%)

. f

TOTAL . 1 (*) 230 (9596) 10 (4%) 241

r

Table 8.22B: SATISFACTION WItrAMOUNT OP SUPERVISION BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 233

,

AMOUNT White

.

Black Hispanic TOTAL

Too much

Enough

Not enough

.

)

0 (0%)
(0%)k)

'100 (45%)
(98%) -

4 (40%) ,
(4%)

,

'

)
.1 (100%)

(1%)

, 81 (36%)
. (96%)

2 (20%) -
.. (2%),

.

0 (0 %)
(0%)

41118%)
(91%)

4 (4096)
(9%).

.

;

. .

1

(*)

222
(95%)

,10
(4%)

.
.

TOTAL 104 (45%) 84(36%)
2

45 (1990
. .

233

,Less than 1%

I



.Table 6,23A: CHILDREN 14ACCIDENTS BY REGULATORY STATUS
PHIVADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 242

ACCIDENTS
.

Sponsored 4 . Regulated . Unregulated TOTAi,

Accident
with current
caregiver

Accident
with a previous
caregiver

No .

accidents
.

.

10 (28%)
(15%)

3 (25%)
,, (4%).

...

53 (27%)
(80%)

\

8 (22%)
(9%)

2 (17%)
(2%)
,

'78 (40%)
(89%)

.

18 (50%)
(20%)

7 (58%)
(8%)

J
63 (32 %)

(72%)
.

.

,

is
(15%)

12 .

. (5%)

194
(80%)

1r

TOTAL 66 (27k)) ' 88 (86%) 88 (36%)

.

242

Table 6.23B: CHILDRENiN ACCIDENTS BY ETHNICITY .

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N=234

ACCIDENTS
,
(.;

White Black
F

Hispanic TOTAL

\
AccidentAccident ...,

with current
earegiyer.

Accident
with a previous
caregiitier

No
accident

'18 (50%)
(17%)

7 (64%)
(7%)

79 (42%)
(76%)

?
,

14 (39%)
(17%)

1 (9 %)
(1%)

69 (37%)
(82%)

.

''""
(

4 (11%)
(9%)

,.,1

3 (27%)
(6%)

39 (21%)
(85%) ,

.

/

.
36

(15%)

11
4 (5%)

,

187
(80%)

TOTAL- 104 (44%) 84 (36%) 46 (20%) 34

L
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Table 6.24A: IMPORTANCE THAT CAREGIVER DISCIPLINE

,.. THE SAME WAY AS PARENTS -
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
r

NI; 242 .

IMPORTANCE
Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Valli'
important

4 Of some
importance

Stpor tant
'r

'

51 (26%)
(77%)

12 (30 %)
(18%)

3 (75%)
.(5%)

,

* 71 (36%)
(81%)

17 (42%)
(19%)

0 (0 %)
(0%)

, 76 (38%)
(86%)

11 (28%)
(12%)

1 (25%)
(1%)

F

.

%

,

198
(82%)

40
(17%)

..
4

(2%)
t

4
.

TOTAL
.

66 (27%) ' 88 ( 36%)
..a

88 (86%) .. 242

_Table 6.24B: IMPORIANCE THAT CAREGIVER DISCfPLINE
THE SAME WAY.AS PARENTS

BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N i 234

IMPORTANCE ..-
'White ' ( Black Hispanic TOTAL

.
Very
i mpertant

Of some
'importance

e Not \
important

,

'

.

84'(44%)'
(81%)

18 (45%)
(17%)

2 (50%).
(2 %) ...

66 (35%)
(79%)

, 16 (40%)
(19%)

2
(2%)

*

I 40 (21%)
(87%)

41

6 (15%)
413%)

0 (Cf%)
(0%)

,.

r

190
(81%).

'40
(17%)

4
(2%)

TOTAL
--,

104 (44%) 84 (3696) 44 (20%) .234

0

,
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Table 6.25A: IMPORTANCE OF CONVENIENT' DROP OF,F AND PICK UP TIME
ip BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 242

.

IMPORTANCE Sponsored. Regulated

.

Unregulated TOTAL

r

Very . 65.(29%) 79 (34%) 78 (35%) 222

important (97%) (90%) . (90%) (92%)

Of some 2 (11%) 9 (47%) 8 (42%) , 19 .

importance_ (3%) (10%) (9%) (8%)

pot 0 (0 %) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 1

4mportant A (0%) (0%) (1%) . ()
\..-

- 4.

TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (26%) 87 (36%) , . 242

Table 6.25B: IMPORTANCE OF CONVENIENT DROP OFF AND PICK UP TIME
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN.ANTONIO

N =.234

IMPORTANCE White . . Black .Hispanic TOTAL.

Very. 95 (44%) 7? (36%) r.42 (20 %) 214

. important , (91%) (92%) (91%) (91%)

Of some 8 (42%) 7 (37%) A 4 (21%) 19

. importance (8%) "' (8%) ` (9%) (8%)

Not 1 (160%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) . 1

important (1%) . (0%) (0%) (*)

. (-- .

TOTAL 164 (44%) . 84 (36%), . . 46 (20%): .` 234

Less than 1%

S.

b
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Table 6.28A: IMPORTANCE OF CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY WHEN NEEDED
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 235

IMPORTANCE
.

Sponsored

.
.

Regulated Unregulated

.

TOTAL

,.

Yery
important ,

Of some
-

importance ,

Not
important ,

. 61 (30%)
(91%)

5 (18%)
(7%)

1 (12%)
(2%)

.

74 (36%;
(84%)

.. 10 (36%)
. (11%)

4 (50%)
(5 %)

-

I

.

72 (35%)
(82%)

13 (46%)
(15%)

3 (38%)
(3%) '

...

207
(85%)

28
(12%)

8
(3%)

. TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 88 (36%) 243

Table 6.26B: IMPORTANCE OF CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY WHEN NEEDED
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 235

IMPORTANCE White Black . Hispanic : TOTALi.
.,
Very

.

93 (4T %) 68 (34%) 38 (19%) 199

important (89%) (81%) (83%) (85%)

, .

Of some 8 (29%) 4 15 (54%) 5 (18%) 28

importance , (8%) (18%) " (11%) (12%)

Not 4 (50%) 1 (12%) 3 (38%) 8

important (4%) (1%) (6%) (3%)

TOTAL , 105 145 %) 84 (36%) 46 (19%) 235

.p
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Table 6.27A: IMfOILTANCE OF CAREGIVER NOT SUBSTITUTING ANOTHER CAREGIVER

'BY REGULATORY STATUS
fe' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243

IMPORTANCE' Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

0
.

Very 44 (25%) 64 (36%) . 69 (39%) 177

im t (66%) (73%) (78%) (73%)

Of som
importance

20 (36%)
(30%)

(35%)
(21%)

16 (29%)
(18%)

1
, 55

(23%)

Not 3 (27%) 5 (46%) 3 (27%) 11

important (4%) (6%) (3%) (4%)

.

. .
.

. .

TOTAL i'' 67 (28%) 88 (36%) ,
1h

88 (36%) 243' 4

Table 6.27B: IMPORTANCE OF CAREGIVER NOT SUBSTITUTING ANOTHER CAREGIVE

BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA'AND SAN ANTONIO

ti

N = 235 t

IMPORTANCE White Black Hispanic

v

* °TOTAL

Very .

important
.

Of some
importance

.Not
)

important

.

77 (45%)
(73%)..

25 (46%)
(24%)

.

3 (27%) .

(3 %)

<

=

.

59 (35%)
(70%)

20 (36%)
(24%)

5 (46%)
(6%)

-
,

33 (20%)
(72%)

10 (18%)
(22%)

3 (27%)
. (6%)

,,

`,

..
4169

(72%) '

55
(23%)

11
(5%) ,

TOTAL 105 (45%)
. a

44 (36%) 46 (19%) .

.
235

4



Table 6.2 9A: oAREGIVER AVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATe3

PHILADELPSIA AND SAN ANTONIO

S

N = 235

AVAILABILITY
Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Caregiver
sometimes
unavailable

ill
Caregiver

/

always
available,

43 (37%)
< (65%)

23 (19%)
(35%)

- 4
34 (29%)

.
(40%) ,

.

50 (42%)
(60%)'

.

.

.

39 (34%)
(46%)

46 (39%)
(54%)

a

_

116
(49%)

, 119
(51%)

TOTAL 66 (2896) 84 (38%)
...

85 (36%) , 235

Table 6.28B: CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234

AVAILABILITY Whiteichite Black Hispanic TOTAL

Caregiver 55 (47%) 46 (40%) 15 (13%) 116 .
sometimes
unavailable

(52%) (55%) (33%) (50%)

Caregiver 50 (42 %) 38 (32%) 30 (25%) 118
always (48%) (45%). (67%) (50%)
available . .

. .

TOTAL 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 45 (19%) 234

{
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Table 6.2RA: CAREGIVER UNAVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATUS
PIIILDELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N=82

AVAILABILITY
INS A PROBLEM

.

Sponsored

_

Regulated

!

.Unregulated

.., .

TOTAL

, . .

Caregiver 11 (55%) 3 (15%) 6 (30%) 20
avallab li . (28%) (16%) (25%) (24%)
is a problem r

(

Caregiver
availability
not a problem

28 (45%)
172%)

16 (26%)
(84%)

18 (29%)
(75%)

62
(76%)

TOTAL 39 (48 %) 19 (23%) 24 (29%)
)

82 .

Table 6.29B: CAREGIVER UNAVAILABILITY BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO.

N = 82

AVAILABILITY
AS A PROBLEM

.

White Black Hispanic. TOTAL

Caiigiver
availability
ib a problem

Caregiver
availability is
not a problem

J

.

9 (45%)
(26%)

26 (42%) -

(74%)

9 (45%)
(25%)

27 (44%)
(75%)

G

2 (10%)
(18%)

9 a, 5%)
(82%)

.

&

,

,

20
(24%)

(76%)

TOTAL

.

.
35 (43%) 36 (44%)

.
11 (1390 82

5'
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Table 6.30A: SATISFACTION WITH DAILY ACTIVITIES BY REGULATORY STA

f

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 236

TYPE OF
HOMF

.

..

,
c

... .
Not

Satisfactory
,

iatisfactory .
Rut Could

, Be Improved

Satisfactory
-

TOTAL

Sponsored

Regulated

ihregUlated

.

r

.

4

0 (0%)
(0%)

1 (1%)
%(i00%)-

0 (0%)
(0%)

.

'

. I
17 (27%)

(25%)
.

28 (32%) .

(41%)

23 (27%)
(.34%)

-

47 (73%)
(28%)

58 (8(7%)
.

(35%).

62 (73%)
(37y:4-----

f

127 )

87 V`''
(37%)

85
(36%)

--------

TOTAL
.

.

. .
1 (s) 68 (29%) 167 k 7 196)

.

236

Less than 1%

Table 6.305: SATISFACTION WITH DAILY ACTIVITIES BY ETHNICITY

PHLLADLPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO .

= 229

SATISFACTION . White Black hispanic TOTAL

L
Not

tisfactory 0 (0%) 0 (091) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
(0%) (0%) - . (0%) (0%)

. .
..

Satisfactory
but could .

.

' be improved 25 (38 ) 26 (39%), . 15 (2394 66
(2490) (32%) ( (34%) (29%)

. .

Satisfactory .. 78 (48%) 56 (34%) 29 (18%) 163-
(76 %) . (68%) (66%) (71%)

)

a -.4.

TOTAL . 103(45%)- 4 82 (36%) 44 (19%) 229

29



Table 6.31: ACTIVITIES PARENTS PREFERRED
FOR THEIR OMILDREN

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

(ONLY PARENTS DISSAIISIED WITH ACTIVITIES)

N = 58

,

.

ACTIVITIES

,..

,.

.

.

Frequency

t

PetcelA of -
Dissatisfied

. Parents
.

i---____
- Percent of -

tPhiladelphi
and San Antrio
Parents

. I

Social Activities
,

Physical Skills
and abilities

.
Conceptual/
Linguistic Skilld

.

Other

Combination ^

4,

41*

,,,-*, .

.

3

11

30

4.

'.10

.

5%

L 19%

52%

.,
7%

17%

.

.

.

.

1%

5%

.

.

140

-
2%

4%

.

.

.

..

.
TOT 1L ", dr 58, 10090

.

1/

..

/ 100%

30

ti
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Table 6.32A: CHOICE; DIRECTION OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES VS:FREEDOM OF CHOICE 9
BY REGULATORY STATUS

.

PHILADELPHIA ANp SAN ANTONIO i
k

1.4 -N = 243

.

TYPEOF
HOME

, r .

to

Carggiver
Offering
Direction

,
Caregiver
Offering
Freedom

of Choice

TOTAL

) .

Sponsored

.

Regulated
. .

Unregulated

,

4

. .

37 (55%) ,,

(39%)1

26 (29%)
(27%)

33 (38%)
(34%)

30 (44%)
(20%)

62 (70%)
(42%)

55 (62%)
(37%)

1114

.
A

. 67
(28%)

.

- 88
(36%)

88
(36%)

TOTAL' 96 (40%) < 147 (61%) 243

Table 6.32B: CHOICE: DIRECTION OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES VS. FREEDOM OF CHOICE
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAI ANTONIO
4'

N It' 235

--ETHNICITY
1 ,

Caregiver
Offering
Direction

Cregiver
Offering

Freedom
, of Choice

TOTAL

t
54

White 31 (30%) 74 (70%) 105

. )
(33 %) 52%) (45%)

Black 410 (48%) 44 (52%) 84 ,
ii

(43%) (31%) (36%)

'
a

Hispanic . 22 (48%)
(24%)

24(2%)
(17%)

46
(20%) \

TOTAL 93 (40%) , 142 (60%) 233

1%(
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Table 6.33-A: CHOICE: PLAY VS. LEARNING ACTIVITIES BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

o N = 238

.

TYPE OF
HOME

.
.

Caregiver
Offering
. Play

.

No
Preference

- Caregiver
Offering

Learning
TOTAL

Sponsored ki (21%) 2 (3%) 50 (76%) 66
(24%) (17%) (30%) -(28%)

Regulated 27 (32%) 3 (4%) 55 (65%) .

(47%) (25%) (33 %)' a (3 )

Unregulated . 17 (20%) . . 7 (896)
,i

63 (7-2%) 87
(29%) . (58%) (38%) - (36%)

.. .

. TOTAL 58 (24%) . 12(5%) 68 (71%) * 238-

Table 6.33B: CHOICE: PLAY VS. LEARNING ACTIVITIES BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
,

N = 231

ETHNICITY Caregiver
()Aging No '

Preference

Caregiver
LCelfriirgi TOTAL

:
White

I .

Black

RiaPinie

34(33%) -

(60%)

16 (20%)
(28%) . .

7 (15%)
(12%) .

. 6 (6%)
(50%).

5 (6%)
(42%)

1 (2%)
(8%)

63(61%)
(39%)

..

61 (74%)
(38%)

38 (83%)
(23%)

103
(45%)

82
(36%)

46
(20%)

TOTAL 57 (25%) 12 (5%) 162 (70%) 231

*Less than 1%

3 no

4



Table 6.34: AVAILABILI-TY AND USES OF SPECIAL SERVICES

. LOS ANGELES

N = 105

..'
SPECIAL SERVICES ,_

.,.

Service Unaviiiable
Availability of SerVice

Unknown by Respondent Service Available Service Used

I - Frequency Percent
a

Frequency Percent Frequency
_

Percent Frequency Percent

Care for Seriously
Ill Child ,

Evening Care
-

Overnight care

..
..-:.-,

Weekend Care

. Esctits Child to MediLl
Appointments 1

Car,egiver favides
,Transporta ion ,tit .

57
.,

.,,,, 46

. 57

52

79

85

,

54%

44%

54%

050%

75%)

81%

18

11

18

15

8

3

-

17%

11%

17%

14%

8%

3%

28
,

47

30

36

15

17

,r 27%

45%
*

29%

3496.

4.4%

16%

A '
Nb

20
.

33

15

23

10

A

71%

. 70%

50%

. 64%

467%
C

47,f,

*Relative to case' #n Which service was reported to be available
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Table 6.35: SPECIAL SERVICES '-

PHILADELPHIA ANL SAN ANTONIO

243

SPECIAL ..

SERVICES
Service
Provided

Service
Used

Pleased -

With Service**.
9

la

Care for mildy 207 . 190 188

sick child
I

(85%) (92%) (99%)

Care for seriously 46 .. 32 33

sick child (19%) (70%) (100%)

..EVening care 37 34
(15%) ( %) 11:01%)

Weekend Care 39 ... 35 34

. (16%) (90%) (97%)

Transportation 12 . 12 12

(5%) (100%) (100%)

Take child to medical
1'

19 19

ilf96) (90%) (100%)

-diapersProvidet 4 3 3

(2%) (75%) (100%)

- -
*Percentages based on numbers.of cases where services were provided.
**Percentages based on number' s of eases where services were used.
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Table 6.36: AVAILABILITY AND VSEOF SPECIAL SERVICES
FOR PARENTS USING SPONSORED ,HOMES

LOS ANGELES

N = 35

SPECIAL
SERVICES

Service
Available Service Used

Health Service

Social Work

Parent Educittion

Family Counseling

Transportation

Other

2-

3 *\

3

1

1

3

1

1j
1

1

1

2

I

30

1



Table 6.37:\ AVAILABILITY AND USE OF- SPECIAL SERVICES FOR
PARENTS USING SPONSORED HOMES

PHILADELPHIA A- ND SAN ANTONIO

N = 67

SPECIAL
SERVICES .

Service
Available

Service
Used

Service
Helpful

Need
Service

Health services

Family planning
services

Houbing
services

Financial
help

Free stamps
or free food

Job training

Employment
Service

Educational
.Services

Recreational
services

.. /
Services for
the handicapped

Parent
Education

Help with
finding day bare

Help with
communicating
with caregiver

/ .
Individual
counselling

Family
counseling

a-

14

-

(

13

8

7

30

18

8

-12

24

21

9

21

66

47

27

22

.

.

,

,

-.4.,

.

44

10

2

2

;
27

,

15

4

' 6

i 11 '

11.

,

0

3

61

._)

1,--,
24

.11

3
t1

Q.

-

,

.

.

k

,

,

.,

10

2

2

26

,13

2

8

.

0

2

54
.

22

9

2

.

.

r

(

/

,

a

.

.

.

.

.

25

13

23

19

23

2?

26

NI

22

17

16

2

6

12

15
/

4

,

.

,



Table 6.38A: UNEXPECTED BENEFITS BY ttBGULATORY'STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

J , N = 241

.
UNEXPECTED
BENEFITS Sponsored Regulated

.

Unregulated - TOTAL

. Yes, receiving
unexpected
benefits

.

32 (26%)
(48 %)

48 (p9%)
(55%)

, 43 (35%),
(49%)

123
(51%) -

No, not receiving
unexpected
benefits

35 (30%)
. , (52%)

39 (33%)
(.45 %)

U (37%)
(51%)

118
, (49%)

?

TOTAL 67 (28%) 87 (36%) 87 (3496) ' 241

Table 6.38B: UNEXPECTERPBENEFITS BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO"'

N = 233

UNEXPECTED
BENEFITS

White Black 'Hispanic TOTAL

Yes, reeelving 59 (50%) 33 (28%) 27 (23%) _119

unexpected.
benefits

(56%) (40%Y , (59%) - %)

-No, not receiving 46 (40%) 48 (43%) 19 (17%) 114
unexpected (44%) c6096) (41%) (49%)
benefits ,

TOTAL . 105 (45%)
,
82 (35%), 46 (20%) 233
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Table 6.39: NATURE OF UNEXPECTED BENEFITS*
(Only for parents receiving unexpected benefits)

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 118
/

N = 243

NATURE OF EXPECTED
BENEFITS ,

Number

Percent of Parents
Receiving Unex-
pected Benefits .

Percent of
Philadelphia

an
San Antonio

Parents

Learning physical skills 8 7 3%%

Learning conceptual/
linguistic skills

6 . 5 2%%

Caregiver personality excep-
tonally attractive
to children

I

11 . 5%%

Much individual attention 56
#

17% 23%

Good nutrition a 8% 4%

Food at no cost 4 8 7% , 3%

Flexibility on hours 3 3% 196

Socialization e 5 4% 2%

Other 10% .5%

TOTAL
/

118 100% 100%
,

* Total may be greater than huinber of respondents because
multiple responses were permitted.

C.
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Tabl6.40A: UNMET EXPECTATIONS OF FAMILY Y DAY CARE
BY REGULATORY STATUS*

(Only parents with unmet expectations)
PHILADELPHIA. AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243

UNMET
EXPECTATIONS Sponsored Regulated Unregulated

Better cleanliness

More teaching

Adequate food (including
no skipped meals if asleep)

Other

0 .

2

0

3

1

1

2

1

1

1

0

* No totals and percentages were computed because W is too small to be meaningful

Table 6.40B: UNMET EXPECTATIONS OF FAMILY DAY CARE
BY ETHNICITY*

(Only parents with unmet expectations)
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

= 243

UNMET
EXPECTATIONS .

White : Black Hispanc
........-

w
er cleanliness 0_ ,1 0

More teaching 2 1 1

Adequate food (including
no skipped meals if asleep)

2 . 1 -
*

0

Other 2 1 0

* No totals and percentages were computed because N is too small to be meaningful.
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Table 6.41A: FACTORS VIEWED,AS INADEQUATE BY REGULATORY STATUS*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N= 243

1

FACTORS VIEWED AS
INADEQUATE

,.

.

. Sponsored
.

.Regulated

. .

Unregulated TOTAL

Learning -

conceptual/ -

linguistit skills

r

- .

9

(16)..
9 22

(25%)
13

- (15%)
44

(18%)

I

Learning 3 8 8 19
physical skills

,
(4%) (9%)

.

(9%)
*

(8%)

Socialization ... 3 ... 4 9 16
- (4%), (5%) (10%) (7%)

/0d
discipline

2,
(3%4.,,

1 2
(2%)

2

(2%)
. 6

(2%)

Good 1 2 2 5
Supervision (1%) (2%) (2%) (2%)

Home like 1 0 1 . 2
atmosphere (1%) (0%) (1%) (1%)

Safe/clean . 1 0 0 4 1

environment - (1%) (0%) (0%) (**)

Emotional 1 0 0 1

support (1%) (0%) ' (0%) .
(**)

Dependable,
relfable

1

(1%)
0

(0%)
0

(0%)
1

(**)

caregiver a .

Good nutrAion , 0 1 0 -

...,

1

(0%) - (1%) (091

--)

(**)

4. \ )
1 1

TOTAL 67 . 88 88 N = 243
RESPONDENTS A

-
. -

*Multiple responses permitted

**Less than 1%
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Table 6.41B: FACTORS VIEWED AS INADEQUATE BY ETHNICITY*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

1

N = 234

FACTORS VIEWED AS
INADEQUATE White

,
Black Hispanic

1

TOTAL

. .
Learning ,

conceptual/
linguistic skills

.

13
(12%)

.4,

15
(18%)

-13
, (28%)

41
(18%)

Learning j - 5 4 7 16

physical skills
,

(-6) . (5%) . (15%) (7%)
.

'Socialization 4 7 4 15

(4%) (8%) (9%) (6%)

Good 3 2 . 1 6

discipline '. 4( %) (2%) (2%) (3%)
4

Good 2 2. 1 5

supervision (2%) (2%) (2%) . (2%)

Home like 1 0 1 2

atmosphere _/' (1%) (0%) (2%) (1%)

,
Safe/clean 0 0 1 1

environment . (0%) : (0%) (2%) ( * 4)

motionar - 0 1 0 1

support
k

(0%) (1%) (0%) 04)---

Dependable, ,

reliable
caregiver.

1

(1%)
0

(0%)
0

(0%)
1

(**)

Good nutrition 1 0 0 1

(1%) (0%) (0%) ( * 4)

I

fr ,

TOTAL . 105 84 46 N = 234

*Multiple responses permitted

**Less than 1%

4
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Table 6.42A: CHILD'S NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 241

INCIDENCE OF
NEGATIVE
EXPERIENCE . Sponsored

-
Regulated

-

Unregulated

.

TOTAL

, .

. .

Yes, child has 9 (35%) . 9 (35%) 8 (3196) 26
had a negative
experience

(14%) . (11316)--- (9%) (11%)

No, child has 57 (26%) 79 (37%) 79 (37%) 215
not had a negative
experience ,

(86%)

,,

r (90%)

r

(9i%) (86%)

TOTAL 66 (27%) 88 (37%) 87 (36%) 241

Table 6.42B: CHILD'S NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 234

INCIDENCE OF
NEGATIVE
EXPERIENCE White Black Hispanic

_

TOTAL

Yes, child has
had a negative .

experience

17 (65%)
(16%)

7 (27%)
,(8%)

2 (8%)f
.(4%)

- 26 b

(11%)

No, child has . - 88 (42%) 76 (36%) 44 (21%) 208
not had a negative (84%) (92%) . (98%) (89%)

/ experience
,

TOTAL 105 (45%) - 83 (3596) 46 (20%) 234
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Table 6.43t NATURE OF NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES*
(Only for parents whose children had a negative experience)

----"PlilLADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 36 N a' 243 ^

NATURE OF NEGATIVE
EXPERIENCE

.

.

.

Number
,

. .

Percent of parents
Having a, Nega-
tive Experience

i t

Recent
Philadelphia -

and
San Antonio

Parents .

.
)

Inappropriate discipline
1

Inadequate supervision

Unattended child`

Physiceiliabused .

. Emotionally abused

Injured -

Safety hazard

Other

:

.

Ae

,

.

3

7-r
5

5 ."

3

8
.

.

4

36

8% ;

- 19% -

14%

14%
-

-4.96

22%

18%-L-

;X 100%

k

1%.

3%,

2%

-, 25
3

1%

3%

1%

0%

100%TOTAL
.

. .

Nuinber of responses may be greater than number of respondents,
because multiple responses were permitted.,,

5
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Table 6.44A: BENEFITS TO THE CHILD FRAM FAMILY DAY CARE
BY REGULATORYSTATUS*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

= 243.

BENEFITS'
Sponsored Regulated '` Unregulated

. .

TOTAL

Socialization
.

Learning
conceptual/

.

linguistic skills.

Home like
atmosphere

Emotional
support

Learning '
physical skills

. ,

Good
discipline

Good
supervision

Good nutrition

Dependable,
reliable
caregiver

.
Safe/clean
environment

X48
(72%)

34
(51%)

7
110%)

10
(15%)

7
(10%)

6

(9%)

6

(9%)

4
(6%)

3'
(4%)

0
(0%)

.

/

*

,

.

62
(70%)

25
(28.96)

20
(23%)

17
.(19%)

12
(14,90

8
(9%)

10
(11%)

.5

(6%)

P 2
(21,9,6)

2
(2%)

40
(45%)

.

22 ,
(25%)

26
(30%)

19
(22%)

9
(10%)

12
(14%)

8
(9%)

6
(7%)

3
(3%)

0
(0%)

.

.

'

)

.

150
(62%)

.

81
(33%)

53
(22%)

46
(19%)

28
(12%)

26
(11%)

24
(10%)

15 .

(6%)

8
(3%)

2

(1%r-

TOTAL
RESPONDENTS

67 . 88 88 N = 243

* Multiple responses were perinitted. r
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Table 6.44B: BENEFITS TO THE CHILD FROM FAMILY DAY, CARE
BY ETHNICITY*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
N = 243

BENEFITS

,

White
o r

Black Hispanic TOTAL

.

Socialization 71 57 20 148

f (68%) (62%) 4 (43%) (61%)

Learning
conceptual/

, 16 ....)
(34%

28
(30%)

16
(35%)

80
(3396)

Home like 28 8 14 50

atmosphere (27%) (9%) (30%) (21%)

Emotional 4 28 11 7 46

support (27%) (12%) (15%) (19961

Learning 9 9 9 27

physical skills (9%) (10%) (20%) (11%)

Good 9 10 6 25

discipline . (9%) (11%) (13%) (10%)

Good 11 6 6 23

supervision (10%) (7%) (13%) . (9%)

Good nutrition 4 4 *, 7 15

(4%) (4%) (15%). (6%)

Dependable,
reliable
caregiv,er

6
(6%)

0
(0%)

\
2

(4%)
8

(3%)

Safe/clean 1 0 2 3"

environment (1%) (0%) (4%) (1%)

' / (

TOTAO 105 92 - it6 N = 243

RESPONDENTS

* Multiple responses were permitted.
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Table 6.45A: CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD CAREGIVERS BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
N=

_

ATTITUDES
Sponsored Regulated

.

Unregulated TOTAL

Loving . 42 (2k) 74 (40%) 68 (37%) 184
(63%) (84%) (77%) (76%)

\
Friendly, but 21 (40%) 13 (24%) 19 (36%) 53
not loving (31%) (15%) (22%) (22%)

Indifferent 4 (67%) 1 (17%) 1 (17%) '6
(6%) . (1%) (1%) (2%)

Dislike 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) ' 0
. (0%) (0%) (0%) r (0%)

TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 88 (36%) $
243

Table 6.45B: CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD CAREGIVERS BY ETHNICITY

y. PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
N = 235

ATTITUDES White Black Hispanic /1'01'f/a

ving 80 (45%) 59 (33%) 38 (22%) 177

. 4t (76%) (70%) . (83%) (75%)

Friendly, but
not loving

,

o .

24 (46%)
(23%)"

20 (38%)
(24%)

8 (15%)
(17%)

52
(22%)

Indifferent 1 (17%) 5 (83%) 0 (0%) 6'
(1%) (6%) ,. (0%) (3%)

Dislike 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
(0%) 4., (0%) (0%) (0 %)

TOTAL , 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 46 (20%) '235
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Table 6.46A: PARENTAL WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND CAREGIVER
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243

WILLINGNESS Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

. ,
Yes, would 57 (28%) 80 (40%) 65 (32%) 202
recommend %
caregiver
to a friend .

(85%) (91%) (74%) (83%)

No, would not (24%) 8 (20%) 23 (56%) 41

recommend
caregiver
to a friend

t,
k

(15%) (9%) (26%) (17%)

TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 88 (36%) 243

Table 6.46B: PARENTAL WILLINGNJ. TO RECOMMEND CAREGIVER)
ETHNICITYITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 235

WILLINGNESS White Black Hispanic TOTAL

Yes, would 85 (43%) 71 (36%) 40 (20%) 196

recommend (81%) (84%) (87%) (83%)
caregiver . 1.

to a friend

No, would not 20 (51%) 13 (33%) 6 (15%) 39

recommend (19%) (16%) (13%) (17%)

'caregiver .

to ab.frieng .

.

TOTAL 105 (45%) 84 (36%) . 46 (20%) ' 235

.41
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Table 6.47: FIRST REASON FOR RECOMMENDING CAREGIVER*
(Only parents willing to recommend caregiver)

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 196

REASON ' Number Percent

"Caregiver's experience 31 16%

Caregiver's personality 32 16%

Caregiver's skill in
teaching children

30 15%

Caregiver's reliability 30 *b. 1 5 %

Good home-like setting 18 9%

Other children for
child to play with

7 4%

. Good discipline . 7 4%

Good enough for
respondent's child

8 4%

Reasonable fee 6 3%

Good nutrition 6 3%

Caregiver's a relative 4 2%

Children kept clean 4 2%

..
Location convenient 3 2%

Flexibility in hours 41a- 3 2%

Other 3 2% WS

Good facilities 2 1%

Like sponsoring agency i 2 1%

If

TOTAL\ 196 100%

*Multiple responses mean! totaliesponses may be gr ter than
number of respondents.

:.

AB

et
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Table 6.48: FIRST REASON FOR NOT RECOMMENDING CAREGIVER
(Only parents unwilling rrecomend caregiver)

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

= 38 N = 243

REASON Num5er
.

,

Percent of
Parents

Unwilling ,

to Recommend
Caregiver

Percent of
Respondents

in Philadelphia
and

San Antonio

Caregiver unskilled in
teaching children

Too many children in care
.

,
Caregiver too old

Facilities inadequate

Caregiver will not take more
okildren

e
Other ,

. .

.

1

12 .

1

2

18

4

396

32%
.

3%

5%

47%

11%

,..
.

(*) .

5%

(*)

1%

7%

2%'

.

Is.

TOTAL 38 100% 100%

*Less than 1%

1
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Table 6.49A: LENGTH OF TIE RESPONDENTS HAD KNOWN CAREGIVERS
BY REGULATORY STATUS '

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO- ..

N = 213

LENGTH OF
TIME . Sporteoredp Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

.

. Since care 54 (40%) 49 (37%) 31 (23%) 134

began , (84%) (58%) i(48%) (63 %)

0- 3 maths 0 (0%) 1(50 %) 1 (50%) 2

before care (0%) (1%) (2%) (1%)

began A
3- 5 months 4 (57%) 3 (43%) 0 (0%) 7

before
care began

(6 %) (4%) (0%) (3%)

6-- 12 months 3 (25%) 3 (25%) 6 (50%) 12

before
care began

(5%) (4%) ' (9%) (6 %)

1 year or more 3 (5%) 28 (48%) 27 (47%) 58

before (5%) - (33%) (42%) (27%)
care began .

TOTAL 64(30%) 84 (39%) 65 (31%) 213

,

Table 6.49B: LENGTH OP TIME RESPONDENTS HAD KNOWN CAREGIVERS
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 206 4

LENGTH OP
TIME White Black Hispanic

.._

TOTAL

Since care
began

0- 3 months
before care
began

3 - il months
before care

ibiggan
6 -12 months
before oar*
began

1 year or more
before oars
bow

70 (53%)
(70%)

0 (0%)
(0%)

.

2 (29%)
(2%)

7 (70%)
(7%)

21(37%)
(21%)

.

.

,

i

43(33%)
(82%)

0 (0%) ,

(0%) '

1(14 %)
(1%)

2 (20%)
(3%)

23 (40%)
(4%)

.

.

/-

18 (14%)
(49%) _

1 (100%)
(3%)

4 (57%)
(11%)

1 (10%)
(3%)

,13 (23%)
(35%)

.

ilk

.

131
(64 %)

1

(0%)

'
-

.7 .

(3%)

10
(5%)

sr
57 ,

(28%)

TOTAL 100 (49%) 69 (33%)' 27 (18%) 206 .

3,21
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Table 6.50A: PARENT/CAREGIVER RELATIONSHIP (NOti-RELATIVES)

BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLER. N = 270

RELATIONSHIP
Sponsored

.

Regulated Unregulated , TOTAL

Close, personal -24 (27%) 32 (36%) 32` (36%) . 88
friendship (29%) (31 %) (38%) (33%)

Casual 47'(32 %) 55 (37%) -. 45 (31%) 147
friendship (56%) (54%) (54%) (54%)

Businesslike 13 (37%) 15 (-,[3%) 7 (20%) '.' 35
(15%) (15%) (8%) (13%)

<

TOTAL - 84 (31%) 102 (38%) 84 (31%) , 270

Table 6.50B: PARENT/CAREGIVER RELATIONSHIP (NON-RELATIVES)

BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE N = 272

RELATIONSHIP: I White Black Hispanic TOTAL

Close, personal 32 (37%) 29 (33%) 26 (30%) - 87
friendship (26% .... (33%) '' (42%), (32%)

# %° .

Casual 72 (48 46 (30%) / 33 (22%) 151
friendship (59%) (52%) i (53%) . (56%)

Businesslike 18 (53%) 13 (38%) 3 (9%) -. 34
(15%) (15%) . (5%) (12%)

.
, .

.

TOTAL 122 (45%) 88 (32%) 62 (23%)- 272

322
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TabIl 6.51A: PARENT ASKED CAREGIVER FOR CHILDREARING ADVICE
BY REGTIegTORY STATUS .

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
=

,

ADVICE SOUGHT Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Yes, parent does
ask caregiver for
'childrearing
advice

No, parent does
not ask caregiver
for childrearing
advice

27 (22%)
(40 %)"

40 (34%)
(60%)

.

'

45 (36%)
(51%)

43 (36%)
(48 %)

52 (42%)
(60%)

.

,..

35 (30%)
9 40%)

124
(51%)

,

118
(48 %)

,
.

TOTAL 67 (28%)
i c

88 (36%) 87 (36%) 242

-
Table 6.51E3:- PARENT- ASKED CAREGIVER FOR CHILDREARING ADVICE

BY ETHNICITY

PH1LADELPVA AND SAN ANTONIO
N = 234

ADVICE SOUGHT,'" White Black . Hispanic TOTAL

Yes, parent does
ask caregiver for
childrearing
advice

,

.6 No, parent does .

not ask caregiver
for childrearing
advice

51 (43%)
(49%)

54 (47%)'
,(51%)

_

s.

.1

.

43 (3696)
(52%)

40 (35%)
, (48%)

1

.

' .

25 (21%)
(54%) -

21 (18%)
(46%)

.

119
(51%)

.

;15
.. (49%)

'TOTAL 105 (45%)

,

83 (36%) 46 (20%) ; 234

V
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Table 6.52A: IMPORTANCE OF AGREEMENT WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARING IDEAS

BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE N = 292

(
'IMPORTANCE 8P°112Pred Regulated Unregulated TOTAL

Important 84 (28%) 87 (36%) 89 (36%) . 244

,
(83%) (81%) (87%) (84%)

Not 14 (29%) 21 (44%) 13 (27%) 48
Important (17%) / (19%) (13%) (16%)

TOTAL 82 (28%) 108 (37%) 102 (35%) 292

Table 6.52B: IMPORTANC.

V

AGREEMENT WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARING IDEAS

BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE N = 284
r .

IMPORTANCE .White Black Hispanic b TOTAL

Important

Not
important

107 (45%)
(86%)

17 (36%)
(14%)

75 (32%)
(78%)

21 (45%)
(22%)

-,-

55 (23%)
(86%)

9 (19%)
(14%)

237.
(83%)

47
(17%)

.TOTAL 124 (44%)
.

96 (34%) 64 (23%) , 284
$

J
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Table 6.53A: .DIFEERENCES WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARING IDEAS
BY REGULATORY STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE
N = 273

PRESENCE OF
DIFFERENCES

,

Spohsored . Replated Unregulated

,

TOTAL

No, no
differences
with caregiver

Yes, some
differences
with caregiver

.

65 (30%) .

(86%)

.

11 (20%)
(14%)

k

82 (37%)
(81%)

19 135%)
(19%)

72 (33%)
(75%)

24 (44%)
(25%)

219 .
(80%)

54
(20%)

..

TOTAL 76 (28%) 101 (37%) 96 (35%) 273

Table 6.53B:s DIFFERENCES WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARNG IDEAS
BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE N = 264

PRESENCE OF
DIFFERENCES

.

White Black Hispanic TOTAL

No, no
difference
with caregiver

Yes, some
differences
with caregiver

.

92 (43%) ,
(79%) .

24 (40%)
(21%)

72 (34%) ,

(79%)

. 19 (37%)
, (21%)

48 (23%)
(84%)

,

. '9 (17 96)
(1 6%)

212 .

(80%)
4

t

52

. (20%)

TOTAL
,

116 (44%) 91 (34%14\ 57 (2?%) 264

.



Table 6.54: PARENTAL ATTITUDES TOWARD REGULATION OF
SELECTED FEATURES OF FAMILY DAY CARE

LOS ANGELES

N = 91

FEATURES FOR
REGULATION

4-4

Health of Caregiver

Safety of FDCH

Number of Children

Health of Child

Training of Caregiver

Experience of Caregiver

Age of Caregiver

Education of Caregiver

Age Mix of Children

Other.

PARENTS IN FAVOlt OF liEGULA

Frequency

4

85

86

85

80

.75

66

54

40

38

95%

95%

93%

88%

82%

73%

5996

4496

42%

20%

32 6
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Table 11%55: PARENT SATISFACTION WITH SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE FAMILY DAYCARE HOME

LOS ANGELES
N = 105

ASPECTS OP THE CARE
ARRANGEMENT

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION TOTALS

N
Very

Satisfied
. -

Satisfied'

Somewhat
Satisfied/
Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Dis-
satisfied

Very
Dis-

satisfied
Sails-

fectims

Present pkerement*

Location of family
day care borne

Transpcetatica
erraFgements

Mori of care/
Day care schedule

Care for the child

Evening care

Overnight ears

Wricend care

Arrangements foe
medical

- appointments

35

105

103

101

424

.33

19

26

10

66%

72%

Se%

65%

79%

71%

88%

73%

60%

Z3%

18%

26%

28%

17%

19%

28%

23%

40%

11%

6%

4%

5%

4%

7%

5%

0%

0%

0%

/ 3%

3%

1%

0%

3%

056

4%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

89%

90%

93%

93%

96%

90%

94%

16%

100%

4%

10%

5%

4%

0%

4

Aged ufarenis using sponsored family day care homes
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7.1

Chapter 7.0
.

CHILD CARE C0S4S

Introduction

Extensive data- from the caregiver component of
.

the National Day Care Home Study revealed that after their

expenses had,been paid, the income of caregivers was well

below the federal minimum wad. To be assured of minimu'ipli,
' 0

givers operatingsponsdrea domes would Ive to increase
.

fees per child by 68%, those operating r ed homes-would
.

have to irease fees by 96.9%, and those providing care in
. .

AregulReed homes would have to increase fees by 107.6% (Vol..
,

.

a

II, AAI; 198;). Suchincreaseswould,severely burden the con-
-

sumers of family day cafe..
-0

Parents seem to recognize at some level that
. -,. ,

'their caregivers coritribZift than theymore to 'the arrangement
, .

are Compensated for. The NDCHS parent data revealed that 59%

of the, parents would' be willing to pay more-formore services.
.

Sixty7six pe cent 02,Parents stated that caregivers set the

fed`; caregi ers; it appears, could demand and obtain higher

fees. However, the caregiver data suggests tbat-providers do

not perceive4themselves as entrepreneurs; Eqrecample, offthose

who filed a tax return, few appeared aware-of the tax aductions
1 .

available to them to'offset business expenses. Most Ospen aloparr

Or.

'ently began providing family day care not because of the extra

7-1
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money they could thereby earn, but because they became aware

of a persOnal or'comlunity need that they were competent to

fill.

NDCHS data on costs of care will assitfederal

policy makers in predicting the potential cost of regulations

P
to both providers and consumers.- Parent preferences concerhing

such cost - related variables as the number and mix of, children

in cafe and the training and experience of the caregiver will

inform decisions regarding equitable levels of reimbursement

for day care providers.

This thapter reports the cost to parents of the

family day care arrangement. It differentiates among families

according to whether the parents, an agency, or some combination

of the two bears,these costs, and examines as wellthe costs of

day care as a function of the type of home, thelocation, the

ethnicity of the family, whether the caregiver is a relative,

and other classifiable.uariables. The section also explores.re-'

spondents' attitudes*tbward the.fee paid by the family, their

abili and willingness to pay more for the 'same or 'increased

4oli

services, the method of setting 'fees, and communications between

the caregiver and the parents regarding the cost of care.

The parent.interview was debigned to collect data

rel vant to these topics. As well as gathering information on

4

who p yh for day care and tow much,' the survey instruffiibt elicited

/' regpon es to the following questions: -

o e parents satisfied or dissatisfied with their

f ily day care fees?

7-2
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o - Are parents willing to pay more for the same ser-
44

vices or additioilal services?
o

o Are parents able to pay iore?

o Do fees paid tend to be lower for parents using

care by a relative or close friend?

o Do similarities and differences exist among:
.

the three types of homes and/or among ethnic

groups relative to these issues?'

o °Is the availability of child care'options

restricted by what parents are able to pay?

o Is the'cost Of care a major factor in the

selection of family day care?

7.2 Who Bears the Cost of Family Day Care?

The cost of family, day care was borne 14 78% of

the 348 families surveyed and by the sponsor or agency in 16%

of the cases; in 4% of the,cases the cost was divided between

the-paeents'and.the agenCy or sponsOr. For the remaining 2%,

a relative paid.4111 or part of the cost (Tab -le 7.2).

The proportions of families paying ally..Part, or

none of the cost of care differed among the three sites, as

Shown in Table 7.1? The percentage of families in'which the

parents paid for, family day care was much lower in Philadelphia

than in Los Angeles or.San Antonio. In Philadelphia38% of the

families interviewed receives fully subsidized day care, at

least for the target child, while Complete subsidization was

reported by only .6% of the respondents in Los Angeles. The

e
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dearth of sponsored homes in the San Antonio sample and the

relatisiely high income of the families contacted there, relative

to.lbcal area wage and.,price indices, suggest that the sample

there represented a different population from the one in Los

Angeles.

Table 7.2 presents an analysis of who paid for

family day care by regulatory status of the day 'care home and

by family ethnicity. ,In more than 90% of the non-sponsored

homes (regulaed or unregulated) the family assumed full re-

sponsibility for payment of fees. By contrast,=in 49% of the

sponsored:homes the sponsor ci'another agency bore the full
0 .

'Cost of ctre; and only 50% of the families paid all or Part

pthe cost. On 12% of the families who bore all costs had

placed their'child y
a sponsored home while 87% (52 out of 60),

of the chdrenreceiving subsidized care'were,in sponsored homes.

The full cost of day care was borne%y-87%-of the t

.White families and by 78% of Hispanic families. The percentage

among Blidk families, however, was somewhat lowerat 68%. Among
0

the 60 families who received some level of, financial assistance

'for child care, 25* were White,. 52% were Black, and 23% were

Hispanic.

7.3 How Much Do Parents Pay for Family Day,Care?

The distribu.Von of ,weekly payments by families

amily day care is presented in Tables and 7.5.
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7.3.1. 4 Families Who Pay All: Costs

As shown in Table 7.3, the overall median weekly

family payment to a provider of family day care was $26.35,

based on the aggregated data from all three sites. In 69% of

ft.the cases, the weekly payment was between $15.00 and.$35.00,

with the mode from $25.00 to $29.99'.

Examination of the data in Table 7.3 reveals cost

differences among sites, with Los Angeles respondents reporting

the highest costs and San Antonio respondents the lowest. The

median paymentsto caregivers Los Arigeles, Philadelphia, and

San Antonio were $31.74, $27.39, and $22.11, respectively.

These differences probably refltt local area incomes and

living costs.

Weekly median incomes for the families in the

three sites were compared with the median amounts paid to the

caregivers. Over the full sample, families who'pay all costs

spend approximately 11% of their pre-tax income for family day

care.

'The distributions for the total cost of ala day

care arrangements for the target child are very similar to

those for payments to the caregiver,. This is consistent with

the finding that most of the child care arrangements studied

involved one ,phild per family and that the bulk of non- paren-

tal care for the foctis child was provided by the caregivpr.

332
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Families who reported paying for day care for

more than one child reported family, child care costs approxi-

mately 40% more than the cost of care for the target child

alone. This suggests that discounts for more than one chilli,

A
rather than flat, per-child rates, applied.

Cost categories were-,4tabl'ished for the present

study as 'follows:

o Low - Under $15.00 per week

Middle - $15.00-$24.99 per "saki

o High - $25.00 or more per week.

Among families'in which the parents bore all the

costs, 14% paid fees in the Wow-cOst category,. 29% in the mid-

dle-cost category, and 57% in the high-cost Category.

Table 7.4 presents an Analysis of the amount paid

by families by the regulatory"status:of the home and the family's

ethnicity. In viewing the data in this table, the reader must

remember that families who paid the'full cost of care tended

[ not to have their children in sponsored homes. The cost of care

in sponsbred homei is curiously bitodtl, with 41% of the cases

in the low-cost range and,35% in the high cost range but fewer .

in the middle range. This bimopiality may reflect gradation

of fees based on the parents' ability to. pay. Care in regulated

homes tended-to he the most expensive type, with 50%"of the

fam ilies paying fees in the high-cost range. The proportion

of unregulated homes charging full2paying parents high rates ,

333

7-6
11



was almost equal to that among the regulated homes, but far

more unregulated homes (32%) than regulated homes(13%) charged

full-paying families low rates.

A correlation exists betweerfamily ethnicity

and rates paid: a larger percentage of Whites paid high rates

than Blacks, and Hispanics Mettle greatest,proport_ion of low-

cost ild care arrangeme+

7.3.2 Families Receiving Pattially Subsidized Child Care

Data from San Antonib and Philadelphia permitted

clear identification of families who received part,111 assis-

tance frm an agency in paying for family day care and those

who paid discmObunted prices. There were only 15 such families

in thesample, representing 6% of the total sampl end 29/1 Of

those receiving some degree of financial assistance. The fre-

quency distributions.of costs paid by these families are

shown inTable 7:5 differentiated by study site and type of

expenditure. Caution must be e ercised in drawing inferences

from such-small numbers y case , particularly because the/

median costs were extremely sensitive to increasesor reduc-

tions in the number ,of cases. The median amounts paid to the

caregiver by par.tially subsidized families were $17.50 in the

two sites combined--$14.16 in Philadelphia and $23.33 in San

Antonio. These amounts probably reflect local and agency or

sPoritOr-specific finalpial assistance policies much more

than cost trends.

7-73 4
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7.3.3 Cost of Care by a Friend'oi Relative

Over the total sample, about one-third of the

'respondents reported that the caregiver was a.close friend or

relative. The data collected make it possible to determine,

whether parents paid less to such caregivers. According to the

data summarized in Table 7.6, there was little tendency for

care by a friend or relative to cost families less than care

by a non - friend or non-relative. Among the 47 respondents who

aid nothing,the percentage of parents who reported that the

caregiver was a friend or relative (32%) did not differ signi-

ficantly.thm:the overall percentage (33%).

7.3.4. Fami es Who Paid Nothin

In Philadelphia and San Antonio 47' parents, 20%

of the total, reported-that they paid nothing to the caregiver.

Lt is.important to know who these families are. Table 7.7

presents a summary of the.distribution of these, cases by-reTl-

latory status and by-ethniqity. Most of the non-paying families

(42, or 89%) had a child En a sponsored home. Of the five /

remaining familiet, two received free' childcare from a rela-

tive.r 'One of these two respondents named cost as the prite )
. A 4

AonsideratAn in'the selection of family day care, while the

other identified the emotional needs of the child as primary>.

Most (68%) of the non-paying fimilies were Black.



,

Data not represented in Table 7.7 show that most

of the fate III families 0"o paid nothing for family, day care'

were in the Philadelphia sample (between 72% and 85%).* This dif-

ference between proportions of non-paying families at thetwo-

Phase III sites can probably be accounted for by the dearth

of sponsored homes in San Antonio.

,

7.4. Association of Fees Paid and Income

Table 7.8 diffe es among the _families surveyed

by the cost of the family day care arrangement and the income

of the family. The tendency for fees paid-to increase in diredt-
,

proportion to family income.was strong; the high association

chi square value confirths thi6-06.alationship st tistically.

Regardless of the strong overall ssociation of

income.and fees paid for child care, th e were notable excep-

tions. Some high-income families used /low-cost care and some

low-income families paid high costs for care. The three uppei

right and the three lower left cells in Table 7.8 show that

111

48 highe -i come families (31% of the 154 families with incomes

over $12,00 paid unexpectedly little for child care, and that

37 lower-income families -(45% of the 83 families with incomes

under $124000) paid'unexpectedli large amounts for child care.

.00

!,./ Precision is notOpossible since
analysis because of the absence
present discussion. The values
possible range. ,
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The-fact that nearly a third of the tagher-

income families paid less than $25.00 per week for care of the

target child suggests that Emlen might be right in concluding

that families who could afforcrto pay more paid%a "going

rite" (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 96). One of

the important factors in the cost equation is the parents'

perceptions of their ability to pay more, regardless of any

objective analysis of family economics.

7.4.1 Parents' Ability To Pay More

Parents, in' both phases 'of data collection were

asked 'The way things cost now', could you afford to pay more

for child care?" .Among the 287 families for %/Korn day'care,is

not fully subsidized,. 109 (38%1 reported that they could pay

more and 178 (62%) reported that they could not.

Thirty percent Of the; arents in Philadelphia

AM San Antonio reported that theii:,d6Uld Afford to pay more

for child care, as contrasted to 52% Of the parents in Los

Angeles. This difference may be related to the total family

expenditures for child care, or it may reflect the effects of.

inflation of prices between the times, the ,tmoe'phases were con-

ducted. Unlike the amounts parents paid to the caregiver, the

,total family expenditures forIchild care were greater in Phila-

deph ia and San Antonio than hmoAvg the,families interviewed in
2 it

Los Angeles.

Any bias introduced by the ifirst cJ.ause of this sentence
was the.same for all respondents.

.337
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Parents', eports of thpir ability to pay more are

r____------7r
presented in d stribution form in Table 7.9 as a function of

the fee they paid at, the time they were inteyviewed. Cases

represented here are those families in Philadelphia and San

Antonio who paid all tees without assistance. The large pro-
,

portion of parents who reported that they were paying low fees

but could not afford.to pay more (78% "not able") may reflect

the low incomes of families in this category:- -The slight rever-

sal of trend seen when the percentage of respondents who reported*

they could pay more is examined in conjunction with fee currently

paid (22.% "yes" for the low-fee group, 40% for the medium-fee
-

group, and 35% for the high-fee,group) may reflect the responses

of the low - income. families who pay high fees. The parents'

perceptions of Whether they could afford to pay more mayiZ't

have reflected their actual financial circumstances, as was

suggested earlier. The belief that they were unable to pay more 6,

may have arin from dissonance aroused bx a conflict between

their idrception that.the fee they pay is ti22 low and the recog-

nition that they have not offered to pay more.SeIf-justifixa-

tion, whether conscious or unconscious, may have biased responses

to this question.

7.5 %Parents' Attitudes Regarding the Fees They Pay

The parent survey explored attitudes toward the

amount paid for family day care with.three direct questions,

whOsegeneral contents were as follows:-

7-238
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o Based on the services the caregiver proVides, do

you think that the fee is-too high, about right,

or a littlNw?

o. Could you afford to pay more for chid care?

o Would'you be willing to pay more for the same service?

o Would you be willing to pay more for more services?

'these questions are related to a larger set of

feelings and perceptions regarding the availability of special

services, the adequacy of present services, the perceived need

for additional services, the capacity to pay more, and other

social and attitudinal factors. It is important for the present

analysis that a few of these connections be explored, but a

systematic treatment of them .is beyond the scop,e of this report.

7.5.1 Level of S'atisfaction with Present Fee

Findings regarding parents' attitudes toward the

fees they paid are summarized in Tables 7.10 and 7.11. Over the

total sample of 288 parents who paid for family day care, 63%

reported that they felt the fee was "'about right." Only 8%

'Belt the cost was too'high,..while 29% said they felt it Was "a

little low." In Table 7.10, the distributions of parents' re-
.

sponses to this question are disaggregated by study site, regu-

latory status, and ethnicity. The most prominent conclusion to

be drawn from these statistics is that the majority of parents

felt that the fees th&y paid for,ohild care were appropriate for

the level of service, they and their. child:received. While a

330
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majority expressed satisfaction, the actual extent of that

majority varied from-54% to 76%, depending upon regulatory sta-
r'

tus, site, and ethnicity. This concentration of respondents

in the middle categqpy may auggest a methodological problem in
as

scaling response aiternativds.

There were slight differences in the proportions

of parents responding in the three categories. .These differ-

ences may suggest somewhat less positive attitudes toward fees

paid in Los Angeles, where fees are in fact somewhat higher,

rand for care`in regulated homes, which costs somewhat more,

as shown in Table 7.4. The relationship between-ethnicity and

the parents' attitude toward the fee paid is ambiguous and

probably depends upon other variables that are correlated with

ethnicity.

-

\ A In Table 7.11, attitudes regarding the fee paid

are examined in relation to the range'of the fee d the family

income. Like the data in Table7.10, the statistics represented

here shovf tendency of parents to report that the fee
--\

-is "about right." Responses of "about right" range from 51%

' to 68%, depending on the values of the two other variables.

Common sense leads us to expect that the amount

of the fee is associated with the perception that it is too

high, about right, or a little low. The data reportea' in Table

confirm this hypothesis (chi square for association

12.64, p greater than .02). When parents' attitudes toward'

the fees they paid are examined in relationship to the family

income, however, no systematic trend eme46.

340
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7.5.2

4

nilingness to Pay More

.

Parents were asked whether they would be willing

. to PaT more fov the same' child care service and, in a separate

question, more for more service. Overall, 59% indicated that

they would be willing to pay more for the-same service and 69%

indicated willingness to pay more for more service. The pattern

of responses-t6 the four questions:was as follows:

o While 30% felt .that the fee was too low, 70% saw

it as about right or too high.

o Almost 60k would IDe willing to pay Mnre for

the-same service and about another 10C would

pay more if more services were included.

/0 Over 60%, howeVer, said they could not afford

to pay more "the way things-afe-664."
2

The details of this pattern will be. examined in this section.

Table 7.12-presents data regarding parents' wilkingne s

toay more in relation to study site. -In Philadelphia, fewer

than half the'respondents were willing to pay more for the same

service (48%); 77% were willing to. pay more for more

service. The Ilitafroril San Antonio present curious reversal.

.While 67% of the parents there indicated they would:be willing

to-Taymore forthe same service; only 60% reported willingness

to pay more for more service. ;f these data are correct and

if the question was properly understood, this paradox might sug-

gest a high degree of satisfaction with present services and

an expectation that moretservices*would costsighifiCanly more.
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Reportedbwillingness to pay more for child pare

seems to have varied with the amount presently paid, the percep-

tion of the appropriateness efA.hat amount, and, possibly, with
A

the capacity of a family to pay more Within its budgetary con-

straints. Peittinent data are Presented in Tables 7.13, 7.144

and ,f.15. Not all data. are available for Al sites.-
..,

. P

4 Although in.Philadelphia-and San Antonio- the
0 .

majority of parents indicated a Willingness to pay"more 'for
. -

. /
the same service, that willingness dedlined asthe fee curre

... .

paid increased, falling ,p 52% "yes" among respondents w o
. -

spay high fees, as reported in Table 7.13. Willingness,t

more for more service was higher' overall, Ss.has beein

but these appears to e no systematic relationsbip.between

tesponses.to this question and the fee paid.
.. A

Data from Los Angekes relevant o the relationship

between willingness to pay more and attitude toward the present
4

fee are presented in Table 7.14. The large concenitratien of

4

0
responses in the "about kigheipategory, noted earlier in the

.419

. ..
,

d*scussion of parents' attitudes toward the cost of care, magas

interprqtation of this relationship. The patterns, however,
. , ...

/are clear. Those who percei 1pd the fee to be too high Were -----
. ..

,
unwliTIng to paypore-foi- the same serV4ce and lesi likely\,

.

$ >than-Othefs to be willing to pay more for ,more service. Those ...,//7

.wh6.believed the fee to be too low were more likely to be
1

willing to Pay more for child care tAn weie those who believed

the fee to be approwiate. Chose who believed the fee was,>43out,

O
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Were almost evenl* divided on their willingness to pay

more fOr-The,_eame service, but most Of them (79%) were willing

111W to pay mo f r more service. )

Finally, Table 7.15 presents the aggregate data

regardi g the connection between parent' reported ability to

pay more and their-willingness to pay more. The pattern, as

.expected, shows that alarge portion of those who indicated

that the;Cluld afford-to pay more also said they were willing
(

to pay more'for the same service (72%) and for'more services

(80 %). Twenty percent reported they were able tp pay more but

were unwilling to, even if services were increased. Those who,

were unable to pay more Mere abdut,evenly divided on the ques-

tion of willingneis, but when more services were mentiong6,;

'more respondents than not expressed willingness to pay,more

(62% versus 38%). Among those whosaid they were unwilling

'tolpay more for more services, .76% said thatIhey could not

afford to pay more.
14)

7.6 Role of Cost in Decisions on Day Care Arrangements

a
The.parent 46stionnaire contained three* questions .

'ddsigned to elicit the respondent's recollection of the role of

cost in the selection of the day care arrangement. Paraphrased,

these questions were:

What were the main reasons
care? (open-ended)

What Were your reasons for
caregiver? (open-ended)

you chose family day

choosing the particular

34.3
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Whici child care options (from-a pre-defined list)

did you seriously consider,, and (for those seriously
considered) why did you reject them? .

The *first two qufttions addressd the positive ispects'of the choice

while the last addressed the limitations of choices.

Cost was the'most frequent.single reason given for qhoosirig .

9
family day are over other forms of day-care. Of the 348 parents

interviewed, 1% (37) named cost as the primary factor in the

choice of family day care as opposed toin-house care, cent'er-

based care, or-some other arrangement. In Philadelphia and Sag

Antonio the survey instrument allowed secondary reasons to be

recorded. Another 6% (13 of-the 212 who gave more than one

response and who had not already named cost) gave cost as an

additional reason.

The choice of the particular caregiver was influ-

enced primarily" by cost for S% of thtparents (18 of 348)'.

Cost was mentioned as one of the secondary reasons for selecting

-a particular caregiver by another 4% (ten of the 228 who gave

more than one response and who had not already named cost) in

Philadelphia and San Antonio.

* Table 7.16 presents data on the 110 patents (45%

of the total of 24.31 in Philadelphia and San Antonio who indi-

cated that they had seriously considered other day case arrange-
,

ments before making their final choice. Since only 114 alter-
.

natives had been considered, we can infer that most respondents

seriously considered only one other type of child 'care arrange-

ment. The data of primary interest bete are 91e numbers -AL_

7-'17344



tai
1111

tiles cost was named as the reason for rejecting an arrangement,

after serious consideration. Cost was rarely the reason for

rejecting center-based care, but it did figure prominently in

e the rejection of in-home care. There were not enough instances

in which other family day card arrangements were considered to

make an inference.
A A

This question-does not fully address the problem
.

Of perceived .(or actual), cost'in the rejection of child care

arrahgementd by type or by case, Parents may fail to reach the
.

.4

point of serious consideration of an option, and anticipated

cost may be a factor in rejection prior to the search stage.
1, ,.._

In summary,* the present data suggest 'that cost
/ I

was a factor both in the choice of type of day care arra gement

and in the selection of the specific arrangement fifially do -Pe

It was a salient factor for only about 10% of the parents

surveyed. However, it is not possible, from tlit present data,

to assess fully tIe importance of cost in childcare decisions.

7,7 Interactions wiih-the Caregiver Concerning Fees

Parents in Philadelphia and San-'Antonio Jere asked

questions dealing with who had set the fees anc with their com-

munications with their 'caregiver regarding fees. Approximately

88% of the 192 paying parents reported that they had discussed

the fee' with the caregiver before gore began. Whether fees ,

were set at'that time or later, 66% of the parents indicated

that, the caregiver had suggested the fee while 17% of the parents

3 4
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said they had suggested it themselves. For 9% of the cases the

fee had been negoti te while in 7% it had been established by
(

an agency.

Prior discu iop of cost with the caregiver was

reported by only 41% of the'parents using sponsored hdmes,

while 99% of those using regulated homes and 88% of those using

unregulated homes reported such discussions. There were no

tignaficant associations of prior discussion of fees with site

or ethnicity. 00.0

Most respondents (83% of 187) indicated that they

felt they could discuss changing the fee with the caregiver

if to fee turned out to be more than they could afford. When

parents are considered by ethnicity, home regulatory status,

- and site, the percentage of poditive responses to this question

varies from 77%Ao 95%'. Less ability to discuss changing cost

seemed to be.present among Whites (79%), in Philadelphia (77%),

and among users of regulated homes (78%), while higher numbers

of Hispanics' (88%), more users of sponsored homes (95%), and

more residents.of San Antonio (87%) reported that they felt

they could discuss changing the

Only 19 parents (10% of 292 respondents) reported

that they sometimes had trouble paying fees for family day-care.

Nine of the19 families were White,'four.werd Black, and six

were Hiipanico They were evenly distributed according to home

regulatory status and site.

346
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These 19 parents were asked what happened when

they had trouble paying. None of them reported that the care-
\

giver asked, them for payment. Most of them (14) reported that

they told the caregiver they would'be late in paying. Three

reported that they didn't talk with the caregiveicabout it but

paid when they could. The remaining two used another approach.

7.8 Summary

= ,:
In summary" the major findings regarding the costs

of family day child care are as follows:
4 %

o Over.three-quarters of the parents ill the.sample

paid the full.dost offamilvday-care for their

child, while an agency'or sponsor paid all the

Is

fees in one-sixth ZT-the,cases. However, the

families in the Philadelphia sample were six

time as likely to receive fully subsidized family

day care as the families surveyed,in Los Angeles

and San Antonio. I4hite parents j,n.the -sample

were more likely to bear thg full cost of care.
.

than were Bladk parents;- but mist parents in

each ethnic group assumed full responsibility

for paying the fee.
A

0. The median fee for family day care was $26.35

for families who paid all costs and $17.50'for

families whO received assistance in paying part

7-20
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.

of the fee. Families who paid *11 costs typicall

paid almost 11% of their pre -tax income for care.
. ,

o Fees paid by parents differed between study sites.

Fally*day care was most costly in Los Angeles'
. 'C

and least costly in San Antonio. Care in reg-

u1ated homes cost more than care in sponsored

and unregulated hOmeS. White families tended

to pay more for care than Black families,.who

ilik

tended'to y more than HiSpanic faMilies.

o One-third o the Childreh received pare from.a

relative or close frie the parents. The

families of these children did not differ from

the rest of the sample. in the fees they paid.

o Forty-seven families--about one-eighth of

the totar sample--paid nothing for child care.

Most of these families had their children in

sponsored homes.

o Fees paid for child care were, highly corre-

lated to family income, ,but tany upper-

income families paid unexpectedly little for

child care.

o Almost two-thirds of the paying parents reported

that they could not afford- pay more'for child

cart the way things are now."

o Most of the parents reported that they thought

the fee they paid for family day care was about

348
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right,, considering the service:13 they and theirJ
children received; More than a quarter felt that

the fees were too low.

o More than half of the parents indicated that

they would be wiling to pay more for the same

services. Over two-thirds said they would be

willing to pay more if more services were

provided. .

o Parents' willingness to pay more was closely

related to their perception of tEe-present-

fee as too high; about, right, of too low.

o Approximately one-fifth of the parents were

unwilling to-pay more, even to get more ser-

vices, despite the fact that they could Afford

to pay more.

o About 10% of the parents said thdt- cost was the

most important factor. in choosing faintly ay

care. However, fewer than half had serf usly

considered anothei arrangement, and very few
. .

_had rejected another day care arrangekent-op

the badis of cost.

o Almost,90% of the parents reported that they

had discussed fees with the caregiver before

the arrangement started. Fees were discussed

in advance in almost all regulated homes.

17 -22
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o According to the.paeents, the caregivers set
a

the fee in about two-thirds, of the cases.

Nonetheless, Most of the parents felt they

could discuss lowering the fee with the care-
.

,giver if-they found it excessive.

o Only 10% of the respondents reportpd having had

trouble paying on time; in most cases those'

parents said that they had informed the care-

givei that their payment would be late.

4
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NOTES

Responses to other questions in the survey instruments were
used to differentiite families according to whether fees
were paid by the parent, the agency or sponsor, a relative,
or some combination of these. The cost. data in Table 7.3
are based on the reports of parents who received Tio assistance
in paying child care costs, while data for families in which
the parents paid part.of the cost and received assistance for
the rest are presented in Table 7.5. The questions regarding
cost on the Phase II survey instrument asked. for the cost of
care, regardless of who paid, while those in the Phase III
instruments,dealt with the cost to the parent.

In'the data from Los- Angeles, when costs were split
between the family and the sponsor or agency, it was impossible
to determine how much the family paid. Los Angeles, the site
of Phase.II data collection, is therefore not included in

Table 7.5.

The categories of payments represented in Table 7.3

and 7.5 are: the total amount the family paid to the care-
giver weekly; the total amount the parent paid for child
care-for the focus child weekly regardless of whether the
provider is the identified family day care provider or some
other caregiver or center; and the total amount the family
paid per imek-for care of all children under 18. The total
paid to, the caregiver included payment for more tliathe
single focus child in approximately 6% of the cases. Note
that Table 7.3 contains percent frequencies and that Table
7.5 contains raw frequencies.

2 A logical approach to the two questions regarding willingness
to pay more suggests that an ordinal, scale, consisting of the
values (l) not willing to pay more for more services, (2)
willing to pay more for more services, and (3) willing to pay
more for the same services, might be developed to consolidate
thetwo items and simplify the analysis. The assumptions

'here would be.that-there are no cases where a parent would
be willing to pay more for the same service where he or she
would not also be willing to pay more for more services, or,
conversely, that unwillingness to pay more for more services
implies unwillingness to pay more for the same services. Eight
cases, all in'San Antonio, violate these assumptions.

37.1
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,Table 7.1: PERCENT FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES BY
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CHILD CARE COSTS BY STUDY' SITE

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 316

PARTY WHO
PAYS CHILD
CARE COSTS Los

Angeles
Philadel-,

phis
San

Antonio

Parents 84% 67% . 89%

Y

*Agency or sponsor 6% 38% , 4% .

Parents and agency
or sponsor split fees

. 10% 1% 3%

Relative or other
source split .fees
with parents

- 1% 4%

Number ofCases 98 106 112
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Table Lb D1ITRIBU11ON OF FAMILIES BY PARTY PAYING FAMILY DAY CARE FEES
BY TYPE OF HOME AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 313, 305

r

SUEGAMPLE

Party PayIng Family Day Care Fees .

,

Family Pays
Ail Fees

e..,7
Agency or

Sponsor Pays
An Fees

Family Splits
Fees With
Agency ce

, Sponsor
,

Other
Arrange-

meats

TOTAL

Sponsored 19 (35%) 40 (49 %) .
,...

12 (15%) 1 (1%) 82

Homes (12%) (85%) (92%) (17%) (26%)

Regulated 112 (93%) 5 (4%) i 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 120

Homes (45%) (11%) (8 %) (33%) (38%)

Unregulated 106 (95 %) 2 (2%) 8 (0%) 3 (3%) 111

Homes (43%) (4%) (0%) (60%) (34%)

.;!,
.

TOTAL 247 (79%) 47 (15%) 13 (4%) 6 (2%) 313

..
..

White - 115 (87%) 12 (9%) 3 (2%) 3 (2%) 133

(48%) ' (25%) (23%) (50%) . (44%)

Black 71(68 %) 30 (29%) 1 (1%). 2 (2%) 104

(30 %) (64 %) (9%) (33%) (34%)

Hispania 53 (78%) 5 (7%) 9 (13%) 1 (1%) 88

(22%) (11%) (et%) (17%) (22%)

239 (78%) 47 (18%) 13 (4%) 6 (_95) '
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Table 7.3s DISTRIBUTION'OF AVERAGE WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR
FAMILY DAY CARE DI LOS ANGELES, PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO'

IN PERCENT FREQUENCIES*

TOTAL SAMPLE - FAMILIES WHO PAY ALL COSTS

N 245

EQUIVALENT
WEEKLY RATE
011#312sra)

Los
Angeles

/ San Antonio
. . .

Al Vela*
P

.
Total
Paid To
Caregiver

.---

Total
. Paid lb

Caregiver

Total I
Foe Foe=
Child

Total
For
Family

'
Total
Paid lb
Caregiver

lbtal
For Focus
Child-

lbtal
For
Family

TOtal
Paid lb
Caregiver

.8I - 4.99 , ,

5.89 - 9.0

11E0 - 14.99

15.90 - 19.99

MA -.24.99

MN - 29.19

39.00 - 34.99

35.00 - 39.99 ....

41.90 - 49.99

5 9 . 8 0 - 5 9 . 9 9 r
60.00 -oven.

0
.

I

5

1

6

11

19

23

11
- ._

14

5

4

11

9

3

6 .

17

31

14

8

6

5

0

II

0

3

5.

3

18

34

18

8

10

3

0

t
9

0

7

7

, 20

0

7

13

13

26

7

2

3

7

12

16

26

24

7

3

0

0

0:

2

2

'7
12

15

25
,.

24

9

3

1

0

0

5

9

5

5

7

9.

11

23

11

16

5

2

1

2

5

6

10

19
,

14

7

0

3

1

Number of eases 79 68 62 15 100 100 - 43
N.,

245 .
Median Fee

Median
Weeidy Income

_

$31.74

*230 - 288

$27.39 i28.69 $38.48

41

;173 - 230

$22.13 $22.60 $32.28

\
0230 - 262

$28.35

3243

Each column based on percent frequencies.
I. Excludes 15 families receiving partial assistance for child care expenses

for whom data are preiented later in thb chapter.
2. Based on Current Population Report for 1977, U.S. Bureau of the Census.
3. Excludes those who pry nothing.
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Table 7.4: DISTRIBUTION OF LOW-, MEDIUM-, AND HIGH- COST

CHILD CARE AMONG FAMILIES WHO PAY ALL COSTS
BY REGULATORY STATUS AND PARENT ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE

'RUBSAMPLE1
WEEKLY FEES PAID FOR FAMILY DAY CARE

Low2
Under $15

Medium
$15 - $24.99

High
$25 or
more

PTO FAL

TYPE OF HOME

Sponsored 16 (41%) 9 (24%) 13 (35%) 37
(23%) (11%). (12%) (14%)

Regulated 15 (13%) 42 (37%) 56 (50%) 113
(24%) (53%) (50%) (44%)

Unregulated 34 (3i96) 29 (27%) 43 (41%) 106
(53%) (36%) (38%) (42%)

TOTAL 64 (25%) 80 (31%) 112 (44%) 256

ETHNICITY

White 17 (14%) 37 (30%) 69- (56%) 123
(27%) (47%) (62%) (48%)

Black 22 (30%). 23 (31%) 29 (39%) 74r
(34%) (29%)' (26%) (29%)

Hispanic. 25 (43%) 19 (33%) 14 (24%) 5g
(39%) (24%) (12%)

ti
(23%)

TOTAL 64 (25%) 79 (3196 112 (4496), 255

1 Excludes Phase II responds who reported that an agency par part or all of cost'
2 Excludes families where. respondents reported that parents pay nothing (Phase HI).

A
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Table 7.5s DISTRIBUTION OF AV A WEEKLY PARENT ANPENDITURES
FOR FAMILY DAY CARE thADELPHIA AND SAN' NTONIO

t . (IN FREQUENCIES) s ,
PARTIALLY SUBSIDIZED FAMILY ONLYSUBSIDIZED

EQUIVALENT
WEEKLY RATE
flp dollars)

Philadelphta

Total
Paid lb
Caregiver

Total

For Focus
. Child

Itoe ,

0

.01 - 4.99

5.00 - 9.99

0

0

1

0

1

1

0

cs. 0

10.00 - 14.99 0

15.-00 - i9.99 1 1 0

20.00 - 24.99 1 1

25.00 - 29.99 - 0 2 0
144
34.99 0 0-' 0

35.14-29.90 4L'' 0 1 0

40.00 49.99 -0 0 0

50.00 - 59.99 0 0 0

S0.00 - over 0, 0

Nu f cases 6 7 1

yes ,$14.18 $22.50 0

/Sadism
Per W $173 - 230

San Antonio Aggregate

Total
Paid To
Caregiver

lbtal
'For Focus
Child

Total
For
Nally

lbtal
Pidd To
Caregiver

0

0

O.
2

.

2

0

1

0'

0

'0

1

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

o

0

1

0

1

0

0

1

0

2

1 .

3

e- 1

3

2

vA

1

0

0

8 4 13

$23.33 .$20.00/ $25.09 $17.50-

$230 - 298

13esed on Coons Bureaut Current Popidn'ticis Burvey,N977.
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Table 7.6: DISTIOBTJTION 0.F FEES PAID BY FAMILIES FOR FAMILY

DAY CARE BY FILATIOiSHIP TO CAREGIVER

TOTAL SIMPLE

RELATICINSHIP
TO CABEG No

Pee
$0

Low
,Fee

Under $15

Medi:: lin
Fee .

$15 - $24.99

High
- Fee

425 or
more

TOTAL

Friend or 15 (15%) 20 (20%) 28 (29%) 35 (36%) 98

Relative (32%) (42%) (31%) (32%) (33%)

Not a Friend 32 (169b 28 (14%) 61 (31%) 75 (38%) 198

or RelatiVe , (58 %) - (69%) (68%) (67%)

TOTAL 47 (16%) 48 (16%) 89 (30%) 110 (38%) 294.

3 5 7
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Table 7.7: DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES WHO PAID NOTHING

BY REGULATORY STATUS AND ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

,

ETHNICITY

White

Black'

Hispanic

/ REGULATORY STATUS OF HOME

Sponsored Regulated

..
t

12 (100%)

(29%) .

27 (84%)_ y
(64%)

3 (100%)

(7%)

'
0 (0%)

(0%)

2 (6%)

000%)

0 (0%)

(0%)

k

TOTAL

a

-

a

0'

1

i.

42 (89%) 2 (4%)

b

r#

s.

(..

Unregulated TO TALI,

0 (0%) 12

(0%) (26%)

3 (10i) 32 '

(100%) (68%)

0 (0%Y 3

(0%) (6%)

3 (7%) 47

n

.v.
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Table 7.8: DISTRIBUTION OF FEES PAID BY PARENTS FOR FAMILY
DAY CARE BY FAMILY INCOME*

TOTAL SAMPLE OF PAYING FAMILIES

N = 237

RANGE OF FEE
PAID FOR
FAMILY DAY
CARE

\
Family Income Range

TOTAL
Under
$6,000

$6,000-
$12,000

$12,000-
$18,000

Over
$18,000

Low 1217%) 13 (29%) 9 (20%) 11 (24%) 45

Under $15 - (48%) (23%) (13%) (13%) (19%)
4.,

Middle 8 (9%) 21 (24%) 31 (35%) 2 (3290 88

$15-24.99 (32%) (36%) (44%) (33%) (37%)

High 5 (5%) 24 (23%) .30 (29 %) 45 (43%) 104

$25 or more (20%) (41%) (43%) (54%1 (44%)
,.

TOTAL 25 (11%) 58 (24%) 70 (30%) 84 (35%) 237

Chi Square for association = 20.51 DF = 6 '11< .003. Does not include families who pay'
nothing toward the cost of child care.

so
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Table 7.9: DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES
BASED ON REPORTED ABILITY ICY PAY MORE

FOR CHILD CARE AND AMOUNT PRESENTLY PAID

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

RANGE OF FEE
PRESENTLY PAID

c

Able To Pay
More

Not Able To
Pay More

TOTAL

Low (but not free) 6 (22%) , 21 (78%) 27
(11%) (20%Y (16%)

Medium , 23 (40%) 34 (60%) 57
(40%) - (32%) (35%)

High 28 (35%) 52 (65%) 80
(49%) (48%) (49%)

TOTAL ,,,. 57 (35%) 107 (65%) 164

I

/
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Table 7.10: DISTRIBUTION OP PARENTS' ATTITUDES REGARDING FEE FOR TOTAL SAMPLE
BY.BITE BY REGULATORY STATUS AND BY ETHNICITY

TOTAL SAMPLE OP PAYING PARENTS

SITE

-

ATTITUDE REGARDING FEE TOTAL

"Too
High"

"About
Right"

"A Little
Low"

Los Angeles 13 (13%) A2 (85%) 21 (22%) 96

(57%) (34%) (25%) '' (33%)

Philadelphia 6 (8%) 47 (59%) 26 (33%) 79

(26%) (28%) (31%) (28%)

San Antonio 4 (3%) 73 (65%) 36 (32%) 113

(17%) (40%) (44%) (39%)

TOTAL 23 (8%) ,182 (83%) 83 (29%) 288

REGULATORY STATUS

Sponsored

Regulated
.

Unregulated

4 (8%)
(18%)

13 (11%)
(59%)

5 (4%)
(23%)

38 (78%)
(21%).

82 (67%)
. (45%)

62 (54%)
(34%)

8 (16%)
(10%)

27 (22%)
(32%)

48 (42%)
(58%)

< 50
(17%)

122
(43%)

115
(40%)

TOTALS 22 (8%) 182 (83%) 83 (29%) 287

ETHNICITY

-Vitae

Black s

Hispanic

10 (8%)
(459.

5 (7%)
(23%)

7 (9%)
(32%)

83 (63%)
(46%)

61 (70%)
4 (29%)

,.. 45 (61%)
(25%)

I

38 (29%)
(49%)

17 (23%)
(22%)

22 (30%)
(29%)

131
(47%)

73
(26%)

74
(27%)

TOTAL 22 (8%) 179 (64%) 77 (28%) 278



Table 7.11: DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF FEES AS
"TOO HIGH", "ABOUT RIGHT', OR "TOO LOW"

BY RANGE OF FEE PAID AND BY FAMILY INCOME

TOTAL SAMPLE OF PAYING PARENTS
%

SUBSAMPLE REGARDING FEE TOTALAi in' UDE

RANGE OF FEE
*PAID

"Too
High"

"About
Right"

"A Little
Low"

Low 1 (2%) 23 (51%) 21 (47%) 45
(5%) (L6%) (30%) (19%)

Medium 7 (8%) 50 (59%) 28 (33%) 85
(35%) (35%) (40%) (36%)

High 12 (12%) 71 (68%) 21 (20%) 104
(60%) (49%) (30%) (45%)

TOTAL 20 (9%) 144 (61%) 70 (30%) 234

BY FAMILY INCOME

Under $6,000 .N.

$6,000 - $12,000

$12,000 - $18,000

Over $18,000

.,

2 (9%)
(10%)

3 (5%)
(15%)

10 (14%)
(50%)

5 (6%)
(25%)

15 (68%)
(11%)

36 (62%)
(25%)

38 (54%)
(26%)

55 (65%)
(38%)

5 (23%)
(7%)

19 (33%)
(27%)

22 (32%)
(32,96)

24 (29%)
(34%) .

22 -
(9%)

58
(25%)

70
(30%)

84
(36%)

TOTAL 20 (9%) 144 (61%) 70 (30%) 234
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Table 7.12z DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS
TO PAY MORE BY STUDY SITE

TOTAL SAMPLE

STUDY SITE

WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE POR.....

The Same Service More Service

Yes No TOTAL Yes No TOTAL

I

Los Angeles 45 (58%) 33 (42%) 78 57 (73%) 21 (27%) 78

(29%) (30%) (29%) (32%) (26%) (30%)

Philadelphia 37 (48%) .40 (52%) 77 54 (77%) 16 (23%) 70

(23%) (36 %) (29%) (30%) (19%) (27%)

San Antonio 76 (67%) 37 (
1

33%) 113 68 (80%) 45 (40%) 113

(48%) (34%) (42%) (38%) (55%) (43%)

TOTAL 153 (59%) 110 (41%) 268 179 (69%) 82 (31%) 261

L

(

1

A

a

P

r
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Table 7413: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS
TO PAY MORE POE CHILD CARE BY

RANGE OF FEEPRESENTLY RAID
PAYING P TS ONLY

PHILADELPHIA SAN ANTONIO

RANGE OF FEE
CURRENTLY PAID

WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE FOR.

The Same Service More Service

Yes No TOTAL Yes No TOTAL

Low 24 (77%) 7 (23%) 31 22 (7'3%) 8 (27%) 30

(23%) (10%) (18%) (20%) (16 %) (18%)

Medium 37 (63%) 22 (37%) 59 37 (65%) 20 (35%) 57,
(36%) (32%) (35%) (33%) (3i%) (35%)

High 42 (52%) 39 (48%) 81 53 (70%) 23 (30%) 76

(41%) (58%) (47%) (47%) . (45%) (47%)

TOTAL 103 (80%) 68 (40%)
i

171 112 (69%) 51 (31%) 163
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/Table 7.14: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS
TO PAY MORE FOR CHILD CARE BY

SATISFACTION WITH FEE
PAYING PARENTS ONLY

LOS ANGELES

ATTITUDE TOWARD.
PRESENT FEE

o
Too High

About Right

1/ A Little Low

TOTAL

ws
it

WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE FOR.....

1

The Same Service Mere Service

Yes ' No TOTAL TOTAL '

0 (0%) 12 (100%) 12 4 (31%) 9 (89%) 13

(0%) (32%) (14%) (6%) (41%) (15%)

28 (52%) 28 (48%) 54 41 (79%) 11 (21%) 52

(58%) 0890 (63%) (65%) (50%) (61%)

20 (100%)
(42%)

, 0 (0%)
(0%)

20
(23%)

18 (90%)
(29%)

2 (10%)
(9%)

20
(24%) S

48 (58%) 38 (44%) 86 63 (74%) 22 (26%) 85

.1

*,

),,

1
4
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Table 7.15: DIST4LBUTION OP RESPONSES TO(QGESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE
POESHILD CARE BY REPOITED ABILITY TO PAY MORE

TQTAL SAMPLE FPAYING PARENTS

ABLE TO
PAY MORE

WILLINGNESS TO PAY. MORE FOR

The Same Service gee. Service

Yes No TOTAL Yes No TOTAL

Yes 72 (72%) 28 (28%) 100 78 (80%) 20 (20%) 98

(46%) (26%) (37%) (44%) (24%) (38%)

No 86 (51%) 81 (49%) 167 100 (82%) 62 (38%) 162
(54%) (14%) (83%) (56%) (76%) (62%)

TOTAL 158 (59%) 109 (41%) 267 178 (68%) 82 (32%) 260

a
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Table 7.16: REPORTS OF OTHER TYPES OF CARE SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED
AND NUMBER REJECTED\ ON THE BASIS OF COST

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

TYPE OF CARE Number
of times

Cohsidered

Pereen-
tage

Number
Rejecting

Based
On Cost Percentage*

, In-home care 9 4 5 56
by relative

In-home care
by non-relative

12 5 3 25

.
. .

Center-based care 77 32 1 1

Family day care
by relative

2 1 1 50

Family day hcare
by non-relative

14 6 ' 0 0

Aggregate 114** - 10 9

*Relative to the number of times the particular alternative type of care was considered.
**Although 114 considerations of other arrangements were reported, only 110

of the 243 respondents reported having seriously considered alternative types of care.

4
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8.1

. Chapter 8.0

CONCLUSION

Introduction

Family day-care is an extremely significant

phenomenon in the dev,elopment of American social institutions.

As the-number of women entering the work force continues to

increase, a concomitant need for child care arrangements, most

often outside of the hbme, is created. Some working women may

prefer day care centers, especially for the three- to five-year-

olds, but too'few of those centers offer care to infants, tod-

lers who are not yet toilet trained, or school age children The

family day care home, a traditional American institution, has

become more important as it has proliferated in conjunct4on

with the rising need for care for these and other young children.

Family day cre has an additional, more.general,

societal importance beyond its gt6ificancefor working women.

The initial years of childhood are generally considered by experts

in child development to be crucial in the formation of a child's

character. Cas.t in this light, the family day care home may b\

perceived as having a major influence on the very nature of

society.

For these reasons', it is very important, even

at this elqrly stage of the study of family day care,to attempt

to surmise emerging. central themes in the nature of this ex-
,

perience.

368 \s
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8.2 N. Parental Day Care Needs

Why do parents seek day gare'arrang merits? The

basic reason that National-Day Cafe Home Study parents needed "will

day carp was fo remain in the labor force; some required day

care services
/

in order to participate in training or educational
--qt.

program. Slightly fewer Black parents needed child care to

work than did Whites or Hispanics. The criteria for sample

selection eliminated parents using (incidental, ,drop-in, or per-
)

iodic care. Therefore, such reasons as respite from child care

responsibilities and freedom to shop did not figure prominently

among the reasons for seeking .child care.

It is evident that parents want their day care
4

arrangements to fulfill-a number of specific, needs and expecta-

tions. Not surprisingly, parents mentioned caregiver reliability

most frequently, but there was a remarkable, even thematic,

ancillary wit$1 for a day care environment that would foster

conceptual and linguistic development. Parents wanted their
)

. -1', .

children to be well - cared for, and therefore expressed a whole
,..,...y.:c

T

constellation of related'concerns: emotional support for the

children, socialization, good discipline, a safe and clean

environment, and adequate opportunity to learn
-
physill skills.

The presence of a homelike atmosphete, one of the adyantans

of the family day Care home most often attributed to it by advovw_,

cates, did not figure proninently in what these parents were

seeking in day care. FurtherMore, parents did not seemioliave

many special needs for themselves or their children from day

8-2
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!rare. These might have included the heed for long or unusual

ff
hours-of service, the admillistration,of medicihes or other

t

treat-

. mens relied to` health conditions, or special care requiredmeets
ot

becauserof physical, mental, or,emotional handicaps,

Considering the physical characteristics of day

e,Iparentt did net seem to,find location a d-the attendant

transportation requirement problematic,'tdbu h quite a, number

used homes that were/note than a few0alocks distant from
ft

their

residences. Among other physical characteristics, parents

.
deemed adequate space, lighting, cleanl'iness, and an appropriate

temperature in the home important; approiimately 4ne in, ten
,

4
4 . .

Armed satisfied with these aspects of the homes they were sing.

.
.

Parents did 'seem slightly More concerned about fobd served by

caregiyerS theta to many-other characteristics.

- Parents were also attentive to group size. While
.

it'had been anticipated that many parents would be con erned

wixh limitingithe numbers of children in the day care me, some,

it became evident, were interested in ensuring that there would

beenough children of eppro

interactive experienc for

.

riate ages o providt a valuable

children in the day care home.

It was evident that parents would not recommend their caregivers

to others when they believed tat additional chi/dren- would, erode
/

the quality of care.,
,0 . k :- ,

Finally; parents typically-expressed a
.

prefer-
.

-, - ,

. ence for caregiver with` more, experience over those with more
F ,

...
. . z.

edupation or other thrill training, if asked to make a h othe-

%4

'4
V.

3 O
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,tical choice between caregivers possessing' either of these

twos qualifications to the exclusion of the other.

G

'8.3 4/' Parental Choice

ob,

Gin the se general requirements, how did par-
.

ents go abqut choosing a mode of care and aparticuLir caregiver

caregiving institution? -

}

8.3.1 Choice of Family Day Caret

No single Criterion predominated in the parents'

select On of family day care over various forms of in-homeor

institutional care. Some criteria,, such as the coinparatively low

cost of family day care, were primarily parent-centered, while*

\ others, such as the closer indil 'Adpal attention Athat family'day

,,

care could protide their child,' were primarily child-centered.

However, many.parents may have perceived that they had few. Or
any,.2ther,alternatives to family day care, as suggested by the ,

fia4ing. that approximately 40% of study parents in Los Arigeles

did noverceive the availability of other terms of care. For

Wipse parents the choice.ma forced one. R.C. Hill, writing

cfn'the day care mafte, has said that a cost -based Criterion
I,

may be operative in propelling piredts toward relative care,

.whether in or out of the home of residenk but he also.indi-
,

?catid that, el the time of-his wri.ting, not enough was known

about how parents go about,ehoosing a form of care.

8-4
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AO- New information from the present study suggests

several patterns in parental choices of family day care over

other day care modalities:

o In all# study sites it was found that very

practical parent-centered and child-centered

reasons were of great importance in choosing
do

family day cane, while fewer parents based

ittheir'selection of family day care over center-

based care on qualities of the particular care-

giver. 0-n6e-family clay care was selected', -flow=

ever, caregiver' qualitiesbecame the principal

concern.

o Cost issues, noteworthy parent-centered concerns,

it -
were critical for 'fewer. than one in f. e (17%)

of the study parents. Howdver, price in reases
.0.

might enhance the importance of these issues.

o Parents using sponsored care were typically

assigned or referred to their caregivers by the

sponsoring agencies. ,Those*using.regulated and

unregulated care relied hvevilyon-informal word-

of-mouth refekTals thjIrri'riendship and

kinship n$Lorks.
,..-.....

o 'A substantial' nutber of Nepts1,41%) reported
.

..,..o 'it

that they had geriotsly pqnsideeed other kinds of
.., . , .. .w... , , .

- .

care

.

. .'

4'. bhild e-arfangemerits h4foee deciding to .place
. -...7..

.

- .

their ";(; 3 1.en in quililyday caee: The ,alternative

'

.?

7- - br .

.,,
, .



4

most seriously considered, then rejected, was

center-based-Eire. The most frequent reasons for

rejection were that the child,was too young.

for a large group of children, that the center

was too expensive, or that no positions were

available in the center of the parent's choice.

o, A considerable number of working respondents

(13%)'worked unusual hours--nights or variable
4

and thisLapparently propelled them

in the direction of family day care. This need

seemed to be slightly more pronounced among

Whites than among Blacks and Hispanics: A

somewhat larger number'ofparents working

unusual hours usd unregulated 'care, intimating

that more flexibility may be available in,this

regulatory category.

The result of `these decision "processes is that

family day care emerges as the care of choice for a great many

parents of two, three, and four year old children, with iii--6me

*

care preferred for younger' children, and center care or kinder-
+

garten for five-year-olds. .Purthermore4 it is clearly evident
0-

that family, day care meets a need that cannot satisfactorily
4

be addressed by-centers or in-fiome care, even if these mad,
0

st-

lies of care were more abundan 'tly available.
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8.3.2 Choice of the Particular Caregiver

Once they have decided to make a family day care

arrangement, parents must identify potential cArtgivers and

select a particular one.

The major sources for identifying potential-care-
,.

givers were persona*. Parents relied heavily on friends and

'relatives,-though some used advertisenients placed by themselves

or caregivers. Those using sponsored care, of course, were

typically required to use the sponsoring agency. These source's

seemed to serve parenti well in many cases. However, there was

an unsatisfied need for information concerning caregivers, as

indicated by the overwhelming number of parents who said they

would use a caregiver information service, if available.

4 ,Relatives who are potential caregivers are,.of

course, the easiest for parents to locate. Though only a mi-

nority-of parents in the study were using care by relatives or

closi.friends, it is believed that such care is actually far.

more extensive than the s tudy sample, giv en the limitations

of-he sampling p ocedures, was able to reflect. If further

researchrsuppar £ s this, the.government will need to recognize

that, as regards a si nificant number of day care Arrangements,

its scope for reguiat n will likely be extremely limited.

Most basically,,the Terticular caregiver selected

by theparent was chosen because of her manifest personality
/ ,

traits and convenient lcttion, -because of referrals by other.
..,.. ,

.

parentai,andibr-bcause_she.was a relative. Parents mentioned

.1



bother reasons as well, fuch as the caregiver's teaching Skill,

experience, availability, or status'as a friend or neighbor.

\ None of these reasons for choice emerged as predominant, and

for this reason it is diffiCult to bring the parental decision-!

c''

_J

making process into sharp focus. Beyond the question of the

sheer availability of the given caregiver, there is a large

intuitive or subjective factor at work in these decisions.

8.4 Parental Satisfaction

Once a parent enter

*_

ular err

merit, what is4the level of the pare
44

were,./inIthe main, reasonably well satisfied with their family

day care experience, and many reported that they and their chil-

dren had received many unexpected)tenefits from the relationship.

Nevertheless, a number said tyy had had one or more negative.,

experiences with current or past arrangements, and same were

concerned that their child's intellectual developmentrwas not

being sufficiently promoted.,

Furthermore, the levdt of parent satisfaction inaj,

have been overstated in this report because of the operatiOn of4

several factors. First, the difficulty of locating caregivers

and associated parents willingAo particOate in the stu y, ug-

gests that operators of the marginal homes where .Bad p actices:

and dissatisfactOn were likely to occur. would Torobaly,4tav,b

been among those ,unwilling to be interviewed. Second, paients .

may not ha.ge been willing to expiess,the level of their*dissat-
.eP

..
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isfaction when the caregiver was a relative or close friend.

,Also, some parents, who knew they had to,work and who perceived

their current.arrangement as the only one possible, may not have

-allowed themselves to acknowledge the degree of their dissatis-

.

faction. Finally, parents, who are dissatisfied with their arrarige-
:,-

,

ments may well remove their children from-them within a few monthe.w

a,

28.5 Parents and Their Experience ,

1.

H;Ving Axamined why parents want

,
. .

what they' expect ol it, and what their level of
...

. .

.rit044.1: be' useful to examine the shape of. their
.

1 4

p

,family.da!CtarA. Who are the p"arents who typica
. .

,care services, and :how are th0r experiences d)
, s a

s ...

.`1 -Protil ,of the Parents

family day care,

satisfaction is,

experience with

lly use family day

be characterized?

t,, ' The pFetnts in the 'study were young, most between
.'- 4- -, .

,,, .

20 and 15-,yeats Of §e.' Their qedian age of 30 was consistent
.

.i '
*--

with the observecinatithal increasein.the age ofparents with
.

young childrenc'' -- p ' t/
::,

.

-These parents typizaityhad only one or two, .

.

small children, the child in fa Ali/ day care being between
.

,tto and one - half, and threetyears-Df age These were normal

1dran having-tewlapd limited-'special needs.

At the age of 30, ittdy respondents earned below

the medtan inoame fat- all- tJ,S. famil4es. However, they worked

redo4n4n- y.in clerial, managerial, and professional occupa-
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tions, many of which may ffer substantia'ly more mobility than

blue collar occupations, d' were, moreover, somewhat more highly'

educated than the national, norms. It can be anticipated, there-

fore, that' they will, as a group, 'surpass t1ie median-income as

they grow older and -their careers develop..These characteristics

may reflect some biases in the study sample of family day c re

us s, which may not adequately represent blue collar worke

and others in lower-paying occupations, who are certainly users

of family day care. For this. reason, conclusions drawn in this

section a only tentative. .

8.5.2 The Typical Experience I

This effort to illuminate what is central for ,

parents in the' family day care experience is not representative,

of the variation in that'experience, nor should, it be. Rather,

it calls attention to major` dimensions of the'phenomenon that

may be used.to charactelize it.

Forty percent of study parents believed they

had no Othei'day care options for their young children, either

because of the costs of-in-home care and centers or because

center placements for children of their child's age were not 4

vailable. Many of the parents, however, preferred-family day'

beca se of the individual attention it offered their young

children. i d their
i
family day care arrangements, parents

typically relie on their friends and relatives, emphasizing

caregiver experience ant-reliability in the search. Indeed,

37
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confirming the importance of the friendship and kinship networks

in their urban settings, parents often settled on a friend or

relatie as a caregiver.

Many parents had utilized previous day care

arrangements, though quite a number had moved into family ,T

care from some form of in-home care, most often provided by the

parents themselves. Of those who had used a previous family

day care arrangement, many had-been dissatiSfitd and had with-

drawn their children.

Many parents were pleasantly surprised by their

experiences with a new family clay care home, and were especially

-enthusiastic about the indiviihial attentio given their children.

They were generally satisfied with t it arrangement, though

sonSe were dissatisfied with the r= lability of their Caregivers,

and the amount of attention give to conceptual and ;nguisitic

development. Only 5%, however, elieVed too many children were

in the home. These, parents appe red to be especially disturbed

Ilk
when there were too many childr= younger than their own. They

found the costs, at 6% or 8% o their gross income, satisfactory;

thoSe with the ability to pay ore were most often unwilling

to do so.

This is a posi ive picture of the gamily day care

experiences of the study pare ts, but parental experience is

nOt entirely satisfattory, most particularly when one considers

that many parenti felt they, had no alternative to this form of

dai, care. A substantial perceplpte of parents- preferred center-

arx 378
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based care for their children. It is conceivable that had parents

perceived other options, a higher level of dissatisfactiOn might

have

' A few difft5ences became apparent in experiences
F

and attitudfis among parents of different ethnicities and among

those who used homes of different regulatory types. Though most

parents of all ethnic groups were concerned with the conceptual

and linguistic development of their children, Blacks and Hispanics

seemed more intensely interested in this aspect of family day

care, a fact which accords with the,strong interest among these'

minority groups in education as the gateway to upward social

mobility. More Black parents in Philadelphia'and San Antonio

preferred center-based care than did Whites or Hispanics. B12ck

and Hispanic parents also SeeMed more interested in having struc-

tured activities in the home. Users of sponsortd care also were -

more interested than others in having their children exposed

o focused learning experiences, which may be attributable either

to the programmatic emphasis on learning in pome sponsored hoslMs

or to the tendency of parents having this i est to select

sponsored cafe.

8.6 ImElications for Regulation and Support

A comprehensive image of a famileZ care user

emerges from tiis analysis: a struggling young parent trying

to adVance herself and her family by going to work or'seeking

additional training or education. Her high aspiratipns for

herself and her family are reflected in her strong interest

8-12



in positive learning programs for her young children. With her

complex and sometimes burdensome responsibilities and ambitions,

she understandably wishes to avoid'the additional problems gen-

erated by having to deal with unsatisfactory child care arrange-

ments. Caregiver reliability and the Ability of the caregiver

to provide an appropriate environment for her child are her

priorities.

Many such respondents, who liked family day care

but held some reservations about it, seemed to believe that

day care homes could be improved if caregivers were somehow

more educated and reliable. Caregiver training programs, then,

are clearly an area of support suggested by the results of

this study. Such programs have generally been associated with

sponsored care, and have been promoted as tequirements for care-

givers wishing to remain within the controlled system of spon-

sorship. Given the great preponderance of largely informal and

unregulated day care institutions, however, special programs

should likely be developed that could enhance learning and reli-

ability among caregivers without threatening the integrity and

proper functioning of these institutions.

Parents, additionally, require support that will

focus more directly upon them, that will 'assist them to cope

more s iccessfully and easily ,with meeting their day care need6.

ay now receive such assistance from friends and relatives,

ut.others, especially those who are comparatively isolated,

with noextendedfatilies, may not have adequate social resources



to deal with their'difficulties. All parents can profit from

assistance at times. For example, such assistance might be

directed at providing services to augment parental skills in

assessing day care, andat providing child care information and

referrals.
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